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ABSTRACT 
Relationship Among Student Gender, Teacher Expectations 
For Student Typing Achievement, Student 
Perceptions of These Expectations, 
and Actual Student Achievement 
May 1985 
/ / 
Carmen Delia Felix-de Leon, B.A., University of 
Puerto Rico, Rio Piedras, Puerto Rico 
M.A., Inter American University, Hato Rey, Puerto Rico 
Ed.D., University of Massachusetts, Amherst 
Directed by: Professor Gloria M. Figueroa de Guevara 
While many studies have been conducted in the area of 
teacher expectations for student academic achievement and 
the implications upon student achievement very little 
attention has been given to teacher behavior and student 
interpretation of that behavior in the business education 
field. This study considers the relationship between male 
and female students' perceptions of teacher expectations 
and students' academic achievement in typewriting at the 
high school level. 
The study was conducted at the only business school in 
Springfield, Massachusetts. Four typewriting teachers and 
80 students participated in the study. 
vii 
Three main research questions guided the study as 
follows: 
(1) How do differences of teacher expectations for 
academic achievement in typewriting differ toward 
male and female high school students? 
(2) What are the perceptions of male and female high 
school students toward their teacher expectations 
for academic achievement in typewriting? 
(3) To what extent do male and female high school 
students' perceptions of teacher expectations 
relate to achievement as determined by numerical 
average in typewriting? 
Students' perceptions of their teachers' expectations 
were measured by using an adaptation of the "Student 
Achievement Diagnostic Questionnaire (SADQ)," developed by 
Matthews (1979). Teacher expectations for students' 
academic achievement in typewriting and how these differ 
among male and female students were measured by the rankings 
they assigned to their students according to their 
possibilities for being successful in the typewriting class. 
Actual student achievement in typewriting was measured by 
the grades they received at the end of the marking period. 
The statistical analyses included frequencies for all 
variables, Pearson Correlations, Analysis of Variance, 
T-tests and F-tests, Chi-squares and Multiple Correlation. 
viii 
No significant differences of teacher expectations 
based on students' gender were found. Students' percep¬ 
tions of teachers' perceptions did not vary according to 
students' gender either. Teachers' expectations of 
students' achievement in typewriting were indeed related 
to actual student achievement. Those students who received 
higher rankings and/or ratings achieved more than those 
receiving lower rankings and/or ratings. 
ix 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Education has been defined as a socialization process 
in which teachers and students influence each other.1 The 
degrees and kinds of influence will vary with individual 
differences in students and teachers. The successful 
adjustment to the school social environment depends, in 
part, upon teacher expectations for achievement and accurate 
student perception of these expectations. Various studies 
have shown that people are capable of identifying the 
communication of emotional meaning through such different 
non-verbal context modes as facial expressions, gestures, 
2 
and tone of voice. Furthermore, developing accurate 
perceptions of others depends on subtle, non-verbal 
expression, as well as on concrete modes of expression such 
as oral or written word content. 
Statement of the Problem 
Scholars have been concerned that teacher expect ations 
3 
may influence student achievement in the classroom. For 
instance, Bloom has indicated that each teacher begins a 
new term with the expectations that about one-third of 
his/her students will adequately learn what s/he has to 
1 
2 
teach; one-third will fail or just "get by"; and finally, 
another third will learn a good deal of what s/he has to 
teach, but not enough to be considered "good students."4 
This set of expectations is transmitted to the students by 
the implementation of school policies and practices in 
grading, grouping, and by using various methods and materials 
of instruction. According to Brophy, the effects of most 
teacher expectations are mediated not only by teacher 
behavior, but by student interpretation of, and reaction to, 
5 
that behavior. Students’ perceptions of teacher expecta¬ 
tions and values determine, to a large degree, the effect 
6 
teachers have on the students' desire to work and achieve. 
Yet several studies, including the Coleman Report 
(1966), concluded that teachers appear to have no effects 
7 ... 
at all upon students. Despite the inconsistency in 
research findings, academic achievement appears to be 
influenced by the combined effects of the important 
variables of student perceptions and teacher expectations 
lor their work and behavior in the classroom. 
A student's sex may have an effect of significance 
upon his/her interpretation and response to teacher 
behavior. Classroom interactional research which studies 
the sex variable shows that teachers interact more with 
boys than girls.8 Even though the evidence exists, 
studies have tended to overlook the possibility that sex 
3 
could be a pertinent variable and proceed on the assumption 
that processes of learning are identical for both male and 
female students. 
Norms of behavior typical for boys differ considerably 
from those typical for girls, and these norms are tradi¬ 
tionally accepted as appropriate and desired in the society 
at large. At the same time, these norms will affect a 
student’s selection of courses at the high school level, 
especially in cultural groups where sex roles are clearly 
defined. For example, courses in Business Education 
attract a wide spectrum of students with varying objectives, 
native ability, attitudes, socioeconomic backgrounds, and 
ethnic heritages. Typewriting, the most frequently offered 
business education course in the secondary school level, has 
developed different student attitudes and perceptions. 
Even though intensive efforts have been made to eliminate 
sex bias and stereotypes from the business education 
curriculum and philosophy, some students are still limited 
by their perceptions of certain courses. 
For decades, the attitude that there are jobs which 
should be performed by only one sex has produced an under¬ 
supply of qualified workers in some specific occupations. 
Although many stereotypes have not been substantiated by 
research, they serve to propagate certain attitudes and 
behaviors.10 The teacher should become aware of the 
4 
possibility of sex stereotypes during the first classes. 
It is essential that the teacher avoid attacking students’ 
perceptions; instead, s/he should understand and 
acknowledge the stereotype and present information relevant 
to his/her image as a model. The student’s sex could 
affect his/her perceptions of teacher behavior in the 
classroom and the usefulness of certain courses in his/her 
future life. It could be assumed that students at the 
high school level are reasonably capable of making mature 
discrimination between behaviors. 
It is important for educators to become aware of those 
factors that could affect a student's perceptions and 
teacher expectations, especially in courses such as type¬ 
writing where demonstrations are key elements in the whole 
learning process. Little attention has been given in 
recent years to teacher behavior and student interpretation 
of that behavior in the business education field. This 
study considers the relationship between male and female 
students' perceptions of teacher expectations and students' 
academic achievement in typewriting at the high school level. 
Purpose of the Study 
Many studies approaching the problem from varied 
perspectives have been conducted in the area of teacher 
expectations. It is clear that research on teacher 
5 
expectations has raised many more questions than it has 
answered. Past research indicates that teacher and 
classroom observers often disagree about what has occurred 
in a classroom. However, there seems to be agreement 
between students’ and observers' reports. Teacher behavior 
as perceived by students may shape students' attitudes 
toward school life. 
>' The belief that teachers can affect the performance 
of their students by virtue of the expectations they have 
for them, and the way students perceive these expectations, 
should be tested empirically. Therefore, the specific 
purposes of this study are: 
(1) To expand the existing literature in the area of 
teacher-student interaction, especially on students' 
perceptions of teacher expectations and students' academic 
achievement. 
(2) To determine teacher expectations for achievement 
of male and female high school students in typewriting. 
(3) To identify the perceptions of male and female 
high school students in typewriting toward the expectations 
of their teachers. 
(4) To determine the relationship between male and 
female high school students’ perceptions of teacher expecta¬ 
tions and students’ academic achievement m typewriting. 
6 
Specifically, answers to the following research 
questions are provided: 
(1) How do differences in teacher expectations for 
academic achievement in typewriting differ toward male and 
female high school students? 
(2) What are the perceptions of male and female high 
school students toward their teachers' expectations for 
academic achievement in typewriting? 
(3) To what extent do male and female high school 
students' perceptions of teacher expectations relate to 
achievement as determined by numerical average in type¬ 
writing? 
Definition of Terms 
To avoid ambiguities regarding the research questions, 
the following definitions are considered necessary for the 
study: 
Academic Achievement: The term refers to the reported 
numerical average which measures how much a student has 
learned in the typewriting class. 
Perceptions: The term refers to the student's ability 
or deficiency to interpret a teacher's behavior and the 
classroom's environment. It is a subjective process where 
in the individual student identifies and interprets sensory 
stimulation into a meaningful and coherent picture of the 
world. 
7 
Expect a. t ions, The term refers to the inferences or 
judgments that teachers make about the future academic 
achievement of his/her students in a specific class.11 
Attitude: A readiness to respond in a predetermined 
manner to an object, concept, or situation. The organi¬ 
zation of beliefs and concepts, motives, and habits and 
acts which are associated with a particular object, or 
12 
situation. Attitudes denote bias, preconceptions, 
convictions, feelings and emotions, hopes and fears; 
13 
opinions are the verbal formulations of attitudes. 
Behavior: The total response, both glandular and 
motor, which an individual makes to any stimulus situation 
14 
with which he is confronted. 
Bias: Being either for or against a hypothesis or 
15 
theory which subconsciously affects the person’s judgment. 
Significance of the Study 
Teacher expectations is an issue that has held the 
attention of researchers in education. It has been 
indicated that students’ perceptions of teacher expectations 
and values are most likely a relatively accurate picture 
,, • 16 
of what teachers actually believe. 
This study substantiates the importance of using 
students’ perceptions of teacher behavior in classroom 
research. It is designed to help educators understand the 
8 
that different student attributes have upon teacher 
expectations and student perceptions. This study focuses 
on the perceptions of male and female students toward the 
expectations of their teachers as related to their academic 
achievement in typewriting. 
The study provides information that could be used for 
teacher training programs as well as for improving the 
teaching process. Until very recently, teacher education 
programs and textbooks have had very little to say about 
differential treatment of students, or about how inappro¬ 
priate expectations or attitudes can cause teachers to 
behave in certain ways and students to react accordingly. 
The study provides data that will help both teachers and 
students to change behavior and to improve the whole 
teaching/learning process. 
Delimitations of the Study 
This study is delimited by the following factors: 
1. Only one school was involved in the study. 
2. All participants in the study were self-selected, 
thus no random sampling procedures were followed. 
3. Typewriting was the only subject matter included 
in the study. 
4. The results were determined by perceptions of re¬ 
spondents, thus eliciting subjective information. 
9 
For all the aforementioned delimitations, results should 
not be generalized to other populations and/or settings. 
Organization of the Study 
Chapter I has presented the introduction. It has 
provided a background of the problem, the purpose of the 
study, and definition of terms. Chapter II will convey a 
review of the related research and literature. Chapter III 
will provide a presentation and discussion of the 
methodology followed in the study. Chapter IV will submit 
the findings of the study. Chapter V will detail the 
conclusions arrived at by the study, will suggest some 
recommendations for the improvement of the teaching of 
Typewriting as well as recommendations for further research. 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
This chapter contains a review of relevant literature. 
The purpose of the review are presented in two sections. 
The first part gives an overview of literature focusing on 
the relationship between teacher expectations and student 
academic achievement. The second part concentrates on the 
main issues related to the teaching of typewriting. 
Teacher Expectations 
An expectancy or expectation set is a conscious or un¬ 
conscious evaluation which one person forms of another, or 
of himself, which leads the evaluator to treat the person 
evaluated in such a manner as though the assessment were 
correct.1 It is an anticipation that the person evaluated 
will act in a manner consistent with the assessment. It is 
this anticipation that shapes the manifestation of the be¬ 
havior most likely to actually occur, given the individual 
and circumstances. 
2 
Before the publication of Pygmalion in the Classroom, 
by Rosenthal and Jacobson, preliminary articles and studies 
reported to the public the importance of teacher’s 
12 
13 
expectations and their implications on student's intellec¬ 
tual development. Rosenthal and Jacobson's study caused 
a revolution among scholars, specially because of its 
methodology. 
Pygmalion in the Classroom considered the proposition 
that favorable teacher expectations could lead to an in¬ 
crease in the intellectual competence of children. The 
study took place in a public elementary school in a lower- 
class community. Students in some classrooms were labeled 
as high or low expectation students as a result of a test 
given. The purpose was to increase teachers' expectations 
based on the test score. Achievement information collected 
at the end of the year showed evidence that children des¬ 
cribed as bloomers did achieve better than students not 
described as bloomers. The authors explained the results 
of the study in terms of the self-fulfilling prophecy 
effects on teacher expectations. 
A self-fulfilling prophecy occurs when ". . .a false 
definition of the situation evoke(s) a new behavior which 
3 
makes the originally false conception come true". Once 
an expectation is held, an individual will tend to act in 
such ways that are consistent with the belief and even- 
■ tually his/her actions may cause the expectation to become 
true. Self-fulfilling prophecy has been considered as one 
of the most significant forms of teacher expectation 
14 
effects. This is so because it leads to observable changes 
in student behavior. The idea of self-fulfilling prophecy 
is rooted in the assumption that an individual's conception 
of himself, his ability, his sense of worth, and his be¬ 
havior is partly determined by how other people define him.4 
Pygmalion in the Classroom has been criticized by many 
scholars. As a consequence, some have tried to duplicate 
the study or experiment. Brophy and Good (1969) explored 
the processes of teacher-student interaction that might 
5 
create the self-fulfilling prophecy. They asked a group of 
teachers to rank their students at the beginning of the year 
in order of their academic achievement. This teacher 
rankings was considered as a measure of teacher expectations. 
The six students ranked highest were considered a high 
achievement group and the six students ranked lowest were 
considered a low achievement group. The authors found that 
high achievers initiated some contact with their teachers 
more often than low achievers. Teachers criticized low 
achievers more and gave feedback more frequently to high 
achievers. High achievers scored better on the test at the 
end of the year. The authors concluded that teacher expecta¬ 
tions predicted rate of teacher praise and achievement in 
test scores. 
Brophy and Good's definition of teacher expectations 
differs from Rosenthal and Jacobson's definition. Teachers 
] 5 
expectations in Brophy and Good's study were based on per¬ 
ceptions of real differences among children that had spent 
some time in the classroom. 
Jose (1971) conducted a study with first and second 
grade students. Four experimental and four control students 
were randomly selected from each of eighteen classrooms. As 
a partial replication of the study by Rosenthal and 
Jacobson, one of the basic concerns of the investigation was 
whether students identified as bloomers would show greater 
increases in intellectual growth than a group of control 
students. The author found no significant differences 
between the experimental and control group. 
Jose suggested that teachers' consideration of IQ 
information was not enough to establish the desired expect¬ 
ancy since teacher expectations were influenced by so many 
other variables. It appears that the experimental condition, 
as described by Rosenthal and Jacobson, and replicated in 
this study, resulted in little difference in the performance 
of the experimental students in any of the investigated 
areas. 
Fleming and Anttoneu (1971) also made an attempt to 
examine in an ongoing school situation whether or not the 
self-fulfilling prophecy does not operate as Rosenthal and 
Jacobson hypothesized. According to them, the way in which 
teachers influence pupil behavior appears to be a far more 
] 6 
subtle and complex phenomenon than some have suggested. 
Their study suggests, then, that teachers assess children, 
reject discrepant information, and operate on the basis of 
previously developed attitudes toward and knowledge about 
children and tests. 
Despite the discrepancy among scholars and the impossi¬ 
bility to replicate the study, the Oak School experiment by 
Rosenthal and Jacobson is just one of the many studies of 
teacher expectation effects; and most of the criticism 
directed at the study are irrelevant if compared with the 
issue at hand.^ 
Most of the research on teacher expectation has con¬ 
centrated on the direct effects of teacher behavior rather 
than student's perceptions of that behavior or the inferences 
about teacher behavior. However, it has been recognized 
that teacher-student interaction in the classroom involves 
7 
the opportunity for each party to influence the other. 
Self-fulfilling Prophecy Effects and 
Teacher Expectations 
Studies have shown that there are differences in defini¬ 
tions and interpretations that affect opinions about the 
degree to which ordinary teachers' expectations about their- 
students are likely to function as self-fulfilling 
prophecies.^ 
17 
Brophy (1983) reviewed Rosenthal's meta-analysis (1976) 
of over 300 studies of expectation effects in the laboratory, 
the workplace, and the classroom. Rosenthal found that 37% 
of these studies reported results consistent with the self- 
fulfilling prophecy hypothesis. From this data Brophy 
concludes that teacher expectations do not always or auto¬ 
matically function as self-fulfilling prophecies, but they 
can and often do have such effects. Expectations can func¬ 
tion as self-fulfilling prophecies only when they involve 
sustained, systematic over- or underestimates of students' 
9 
actual achievement potential. 
Scholars have distinguished between positive ("Galatea 
effects") and negative ("Golem effects") as outcomes of 
, ^ . 10 
teacher expectancies. 
West and Anderson (1976) made a distinction between 
expectation effects: those that are induced in teachers, 
using information before the teachers had an opportunity to 
interact with the students and form their own expectations, 
and those expectations that teachers naturally formed after 
they had become acquainted with their students. 
Dusek (1975) distinguished what he called "bias effects" 
from what he called "expectancy effects". By "bias effects" 
he means the same thing West and Anderson called expectation 
effects. By "expectation effects" he referred to effects on 
teacher-student interaction and student achievement that 
18 
result from the expectations that teachers form naturally 
in the process of interacting with their students. 
The power of expectancy findings is increased if it can 
be shown not only that the expectee’s behavior is influenced 
by expectancies, but that the subjects of the expectancies 
behave or perform in accordance with the expectations. 
Cooper (1979) and Cooper and Good (1983) distinguished 
between differential treatment of students that maintains 
existing student differences and differential teacher treat¬ 
ment that increases differences. They argued that the 
former teacher behaviors are more accurately construed as 
responses to differential student behavior than as self- 
fulfilling prophecy effects of teacher expectations. 
At this point they agree with Carew and Lightfoot 
(1979) and Brophy (1983). Carew and Lightfoot have expressed 
that teachers may behave or treat individual children 
differently because they perceive the students as having 
different needs, abilities, and temperaments. Without any 
doubt, it has been recognized that there are certain stu¬ 
dent behaviors that teachers prefer and encourage. Brophy 
and Good found evidence that suggests that relaxed and 
active students who frequently initiate contacts with the 
teachers force themselves upon the teachers' attention and 
are likely to correct any misconception that the teachers 
may have about them. In contrast, quiet, withdrawn students 
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who avoid teachers and do not express themselves sufficiently 
when questioned, lead teachers to make erroneous judgments 
about them. The authors suggested that rather than en¬ 
couraging teachers to love and to accept all students 
regardless of their behavior, teachers should learn to look 
for and identify student behavior which could set off un¬ 
fortunate cycles of rejection. By recognizing this, teachers 
can help their students to modify their behavior rather than 
responding in a way that perpetuates it. 
Brophy (1983) has concluded that studies of in-service 
teachers' expectations for their actual students reveal that 
most teacher perceptions and expectations of students are 
accurate and based on the best available information, and 
that most of the inaccurate ones are corrected when more 
dependable information becomes available.’*'1 
It has been argued that one way through which teachers' 
low expectations for students may prove to be a self- 
fulfilling prophecy is by the use of greater criticism when 
these students seek out the teacher. Because of a low 
expectation, students' feedback is based on this contigency 
rather than on factors related to the students' performance 
or effort on the particular task. The low expectation 
students come to perceive less effort-outcome covariation 
than his/her high-expectation classmates. This lesser 
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perception of effort outcome covariation may, eventually, 
reduce the low expectation student's desire to expand 
efforts in the future, thus, decreasing the student's 
future likelihood of success. 
In general, the existence of a teacher's expectation 
for a particular student's performance increases the prob¬ 
ability that the student's performance will move in the 
direction expected, and not in the opposite direction. How¬ 
ever, the effects could vary according to the student's 
ability to perceive and to interpret his/her teacher's 
expectations. 
Student Perceptions of Teacher Expectations 
Researchers concerned about teacher expectations effects 
have turned to students themselves to learn about the ways 
in which teachers might influence students' expectations for 
academic success and student achievement. Recently, re¬ 
searchers have proposed that students acquire information 
from their teachers about their abilities, internalize as 
their own the expectations communicated to them, and perform 
, u • 12 
according to their role as a high or low achiever. 
Studies have shown that students' judgments about their 
teachers' behaviors agree significantly with the judgments 
of experienced classroom observers.13 Individual students' 
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perceptions of the ways in which their teachers work with 
them in the classroom can be used to confirm students' 
reports of teacher behavior toward high and low achieving 
students in general. 
Rosenshine (1971) showed that the use of students' 
ratings as predictors of the general effectiveness of 
teachers has yielded slightly stronger results than observers' 
ratings. Hook and Rosenshine (1979) have indicated that in 
different studies comparing teachers’, students', and 
observers' report, all were in general agreement although 
students' and observers' reports did not correspond very 
closely to teachers' reports. 
There is evidence that suggests that students in both 
primary and upper elementary grades do perceive differential 
treatment by the teacher of high and low achievers. This 
documented teacher treatment difference is related to both 
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the ability and the sex of the student. Research on the 
perceptual process suggests that perceptions of others 
appear to be jointly determined by the characteristics of 
both the perceived and the perceiver. 
Brattesani (1968) conducted a study that examined the 
ways in which students' perceptions of teacher behavior in 
elementary school classrooms clarify the relationship among 
teacher expectations, student perceptions, and student 
All students completed the Teacher Treatment achievement. 
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Inventoiy (TTI) describing ways in which teachers work with 
students. Additional data collected from students included 
year and achievement measure. Teachers provided rankings 
of expected achievement for each one of the students. 
According to students, low achievers received more negative 
feedback and teacher direction, and more work and rule 
oriented teacher behaviors. High achievers received higher 
expectations, more opportunities to participate and more 
choice of tasks. In general, the study showed that students 
do perceive differences in the ways teachers work with high 
and low achievers, thus, confirming that students have 
access to information about the relationship between teacher 
treatment and student ability. 
Weinstein and others (1975) conducted a study to in¬ 
vestigate student perceptions of teacher treatment toward 
male and female high and low achievers, and to explore the 
influence of student and classroom differences on percep¬ 
tions of treatment. Students described low achievers as 
receiving more negative feedback and teacher direction, and 
more work and rule orientation than high achievers. High 
achievers were perceived as receiving higher expectations, 
and more opportunities and choices than low achievers. 
These treatment differences were perceived regardless of 
student's sex. The results of this study clearly demonstrate 
that students perceive differential teacher treatment toward 
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high and low achievers. Students perceived teachers to 
vary in the extent of differential treatment accorded to 
high and low achievers, and in the case of supportive help, 
in the direction of such differentiation. In general, 
teachers were perceived to differ more in their treatment 
of low achievers than in their treatment of high achievers. 
Styrook, Corno and Winne's (1978) study of teacher 
structuring, soliciting, and reacting behavior revealed that 
student perceptions of teacher structuring and reacting were 
more critical in influencing achievement than the observed 
teaching behaviors alone. 
Weinstein and Middlestadt (1979) conducted a study with 
the intent of exploring whether students perceive differen¬ 
tial treatment of high and low achieving students in the 
classroom; perceive differences in learner attributes 
between high and low achievers, and whether perceptions of 
differential teacher treatment are shared across students 
or are moderated by characteristics of the perceiver; and 
consistencies in perception appear across grade level. The 
study showed that students perceived differential treatment 
across one quarter of the teacher behaviors studied. In 
some cases, the perceptions were shared. Students per¬ 
ceived that teacher treatment of male high achievers 
reflected higher expectations, academic demands, and special 
privileges. Male low achievers were viewed as receiving 
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fewer chances but greater teacher concern and vigilance. 
It is important to note that several of the teacher be¬ 
haviors that students perceived as differentially accorded 
to male high and low achievers have been found in other 
studies as showing a strong relationship to academic achieve¬ 
ment . 
Applegate (1981) conducted a study and pointed out that 
teacher behavior as perceived by students shape students' 
attitudes toward school life. According to the author, 
teachers are very important to adolescent adjustment in the 
school setting. Students seem to view their teachers as 
causative agents, as adults who do things or create condi¬ 
tions to make school either pleasant or unpleasant. The 
author found that students have high expectations for 
teacher behavior and, according to the students, teachers 
are not living up to those expectations. Students appear 
to be especially sensitive to teachers during early 
adolescence. 
Braun (1976) indicated that teacher cues about expected 
performance shape a child's selfview, and especially the 
expectations that a child holds about his/her capacity for 
academic performance. 
Waxman and Eash's (1983) study describes an investiga¬ 
tion of the relationship between context variables, 
students' perceptions of teaching behaviors, and student 
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achievement. The objectives of the study were to discover 
how the relationship between teaching behaviors and student 
achievement differ when analyzed by different context vari¬ 
ables; and to investigate the degree to which students' 
perceptions of teacher behavior predict students' academic 
achievement. The results of the study indicate that 
students' perceptions of different teaching behaviors have 
different impacts on specified student groups.. The results 
suggest that there is more of an opportunity to affect the 
achievement of students who are in younger grades and from 
low socio-economic status families. 
The reviewed studies, then, substantiate the importance 
of using student perceptions in classroom research, espec¬ 
ially in relation with teacher expectations and teacher- 
student interaction. 
Student Attributes that Elicit Differentiating Teacher 
Expectations and Attitudes 
One important outcome of research dealing with teacher 
expectations is the identification of those student attributes 
which elicit differentiating teacher expectations and 
attitudes. Among these student attributes are: race, 
ethnicity, socio-economic status, divergent speech patterns, 
level of ability or achievement performance, sex, classroom 
behavior, and cumulative folder. 
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Socio-economic Status 
One of the most important student attributes in develop¬ 
ing teacher expectations is the social class or socio¬ 
economic status. Sexton (1966), in "Social Class and In¬ 
come," has defined social class as: 
the position which families occupy in society and the 
very strong tendency for children to be molded into 
the same position by influences in the home, the 
community, and.the school. . . The home environment 
may handicap a child in school and in life, or it may 
be a source of special advantages. 
Some indices which indicate social class are: family 
income, occupation of the father, type of housing, and 
educational levels. However, family income is highly 
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correlated with the other considered indices. Thus, a 
lower class family will tend to have a lower income, lower 
status occupation, poorer housing, and, frequently, lower 
educational levels. 
There are some studies that have considered socio¬ 
economic status as related to teacher expectations. Hoehn 
(1954), in Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968), stated that lower 
class students received more dominative contacts from the 
teachers in the classroom, while their middle class peers 
received more supportive and integrative contacts. 
Brophy found that for many variables, teacher behavior 
optimal for producing student learning gains in low 
socio-economic status school was different from teacher 
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behavior optimal for producing learning gains in high socio¬ 
economic status schools. 
Becker (1952) in Elashoff (1977) interviewed sixty 
teachers in the Chicago public school system and found that 
these teachers made evaluations of their students especially 
based on students' social status. 
Rosenfeld (1973) conducted a study where stimulus 
materials portraying students from different ethnic and 
social class backgrounds were presented to teachers. There 
were three different modes: audio, visual, and audiovisual. 
Teachers evaluated students by using a semantic differential 
constructed from a random sample of public school teachers' 
criteria for student evaluation. The results of the study 
confirm that teachers stereotype on the basis of ethnic and 
social class backgrounds. The author expressed that the 
disadvantages associated with lower social status affect 
not only students' abilities and participation in middle 
class schools, but also affect the teachers' behavior toward 
those students. Her study concluded that teachers form 
stereotypic expectations based on ethnic and social class 
cues, and these are transmitted in both the audio and visual 
modes. 
Brown (1969) conducted a study considering the 
relationship between teacher expectations and student socio¬ 
economic status and concluded that classroom interaction of 
28 
lower socio economic class schools was characterized by 
more content orientation, more neutral, unemotional, and 
routine pupil responses, more lecturing and less questioning. 
Leacock (1969) observed low expectations for lower class 
relative to middle class students. 
Rist (1970) conducted a study which found that the 
higher-status children were seated closer to the teacher and 
were labeled "fast learners." 
It has been pointed out that teachers in middle class 
schools have more favorable attitudes than those in low class 
schools. For instance, Brophy and Good (1974) concluded that 
teachers in middle class schools appeared to be modernistic, 
tolerant, warm, trustful, and sympathetic; while teachers in 
lower class schools appeared to be traditionalistic, blaming, 
cold, fault finding, and punitive. 
In a review of research on social structures in the 
classroom, Goldenberg (1971) found evidence in many studies 
that teacher behavior and attitudes are enormously potent, 
affecting climate, status relationships, individual behavior, 
values, and intellectual performance in the classroom. 
She considered a group of teachers from a Head Start Program 
in regard to differences in the degree of permissiveness of 
teaching attitudes among teachers from different social 
class backgrounds. The author found that: 
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(1) Middle class teachers tended to be significantly 
more permissive in their attitudes toward children than did 
lower-class teachers. 
(2) Middle class teachers tended to be significantly 
less puritanical in their outlook toward children than did 
lower-class teachers. They tended to have attitudes that 
permit greater freedom and frivolity, that deemphasize 
corporal discipline, and that imposed fewer sexual restraints 
on children. 
(3) Middle class teachers tended to take a significantly 
more laissez faire attitude toward children than did lower- 
class teachers. They tended to think of children responsi¬ 
ble and autonomous.^ 
Considering the differences in teacher treatment for 
lower socio-economic status children, the way teachers 
correct and discipline them must be considered. When a 
"disadvantaged child" is having behavior problems, s/he is 
treated in a different manner than those considered "non- 
disadvantaged". In the latter case, for instance, 
different techniques will be implemented. 
Garfield (1973) conducted a study where two groups of 
elementary school counselors were given identifical descrip¬ 
tions of a child presenting typical school behavior problems 
with only the designated social class being varied. 
Counselors were asked to rate the severity of the problem, 
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to give a prognosis, and to make management recommendations 
to teachers and parents. The responses of the two groups 
suggest that when the child is identified as having upper- 
class status, the counselor is more willing to become ego- 
involved in the management of the child who is seen as 
"more important" than when a youngster comes from a lower- 
class background. The author concluded that expectations 
based on social class position operate in a subtle, largely 
correct fashion as they influence the behavior of pro¬ 
fessionals toward clients of varying social backgrounds. 
The results of the study provided further confirmation of 
the importance of expectations based on suggested social- 
class as determinants of professional behavior. In general, 
the reviewed studies suggest that there is more of an 
opportunity for teachers to form expectations based on 
socio-economic status. 
Students' Race 
Studies have pointed out that another feature that 
might affect teacher expectations in the classroom is a 
student's race. Despite national concern about interest in 
school integration, there is relatively no significant 
research on student-teacher interaction as related to the 
race of the student. 
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According to Brophy and Good (1974), some of the 
general race differences were confounded by socioeconomic 
status differences since the Whites were generally of higher 
socio-economic status than other races in America. 
Yee (1968) studied teacher and student attitudes, 
student race and ethnicity as well as student socio-economic 
status affecting teacher attitudes. The author found that 
teachers were most favorable toward middle-class Anglo 
students, next toward Mexican-American students, and, 
finally, least favorable toward lower-class Black students. 
Rubovitz and Maehr (1970) found that teachers gave less 
attention to the Black students as they requested less par¬ 
ticipation from them, less frequently encouraged Blacks to 
continue with an idea, ignored a greater percentage of 
their statements, and praised them less and criticized them 
more. 
Buriel (1983) conducted a study that examined teacher- 
student interactions in integrated classrooms that included 
Mexican-American and Anglo-American students. The Brophy- 
Good (1969) Dyadic Interaction System was used to record 
teachers' interactions with fourth and fifth-grade students 
in five classrooms. Fourteen interaction variables were 
subjected to an Ethnicity X Sex X Classroom analysis of 
variance. Results showed that Anglo-Americans received 
more teacher affirmation following correct responses than 
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Mexican-Americans. Teacher affirmation was also signifi¬ 
cantly related to achievement for Mexican-Americans but not 
Anglo-Americans. It was also found that girls initiated 
more work-related contacts with teachers. 
The United States Commission on Civil Rights (1973) 
used a modified version of the Flanders Interaction Analysis 
System to observe 494 classrooms in California, New Mexico, 
and Texas. The study examined teacher-student interactions 
involving Mexican-American children. It was found that 
teachers praised and encouraged Anglo-American students 
more than Mexican-American students; teachers accepted and 
used more of the ideas of Anglo-American students than of 
Mexican-American students; teachers gave more positive feed¬ 
back to Anglo-American students than to Mexican-American 
students; and teachers asked Anglo-American students more 
questions and spent more time talking to them than to 
Mexican-American students. The findings of the study also 
show that Mexican-Americans, as a group, are more often 
the recipients of unfair teacher practice. 
Dusek and Joseph conducted a meta analysis of 24 
published studies. They found that in eleven (11) of the 
studies, teachers affected White students to do better. 
In thirteen (13) of the studies, teachers expressed no 
preference. Approximately 54% of the White students were 
expected to outperform the average black student. The 
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results of these studies indicated that race is a signi¬ 
ficant factor in the formation of teacher expectations. In 
general, Black students and Mexican students are expected to 
perform less well than White students. 
Physical Appearance 
Clifford (1973) indicated that teachers form their 
first impression of children, and thus develop their expec¬ 
tations for them, by using two sources of information—the 
children's school record and their physical appearance. In 
her experiment, teachers were given objective information 
about a child's scholastic and social potential, accompanied 
by a photograph of an attractive or unattractive student. 
It was found that the child's attractiveness was significant¬ 
ly associated with the teacher's expectations about how 
intelligent the child was, how interested in education his/ 
her parents were, how far s/he was likely to progress in 
school, and how popular s/he would be with his/her peers. 
Cohen (1976) conducted an investigation that examined 
the possibility that information about the child's sex, 
attractiveness, home life, and general abilities might affect 
teachers' expectations about the child's social effectiveness 
and family characteristics. The teachers responded to 
experimentally designed cumulative folder information about 
a given child, predicting the child's perceived likelihood 
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of becoming a class leader, the child's interpersonal 
pleasantness, family status, and family size. Teachers 
were found to have held differential expectations for 
attractive versus unattractive, and nonaffluent versus 
affluent children. 
Cumulative Folder Information 
Scholars have identified cumulative folder information 
as an especially pertinent area of research because of the 
varieties of information about students to which teachers 
are exposed even before they have had any personal contact 
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with a given student. It is possible that teachers form 
expectancies on the basis of these types of formal and in¬ 
formal information and then, they behave in a way so as to 
fulfill their own prophecy, or that of another teacher for 
a child's performance. 
Dusek and Joseph (1983) in their meta-analysis con¬ 
cluded that it is clear that cumulative folder information 
is a basis for the formation of and changes in teacher 
expectations. 
However, it is also evident that not all sources of 
information or types of information are seen as equally 
reliable. Teachers are selective in the information to 
which they attend when forming expectations. In turn, 
teachers' own expectations may relate strongly to 
student performance because they feel their expectations 
based on daily interactions with the students are more 
valid and reasonable. 
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Language Use 
Gilberts, Guckin, and Leeds (1971) found that, besides 
socio-economic status, language use affects the ratings 
white teachers assign to students and it has far greater 
impact in producing negative assessment. The literature 
shows that teachers tend to associate non-standard English 
with negative attitudes and to develop low expectations for 
achievement in students who speak in this manner. It is 
also clear that there is a relationship between social class 
and language patterns. The majority of educators tend to 
believe that a particular child is intelligent because 
s/he has an intensive vocabulary. 
Hughes (1967) considered the implication of the use of 
black English upon educators. Thirty Detroit teachers were 
randomly selected and asked to identify the language 
problems of their students who were considered disadvantaged 
in one way or another and thus stood a high probability of 
being black. The teachers made the following observations 
concerning what they considered were language problems 
\ 
among their students: 
(1) "Some had a vocabulary of about a hundred and some 
words, I'd say, no more than that." 
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(2) "The biggest problem that I've had so far is 
'I'm gonna,'" and 
(3) "They do have trouble with pronunciation for they 
fail to use their teeth and tongue and their lips. This is 
„ 1Q 
necessary for getting the correct sound." 
The author concluded that such comments exemplify the 
belief that the majority of the teachers consider their 
Black students as "non-verbal", who use "sloppy" speech 
which is full of "errors." 
Guchin (1970) investigated the social perception of 
language variation in relation to Black dialect and expec¬ 
tation of ability. The author reported that the Black 
speaker and his/her language were rated less favorably and 
triggered lower expectations about his/her ability and 
future academic achievement. 
Gilberts, et al., (1971) pointed out that research 
provides evidence that teachers, either Black or White, 
often regard a Black student's speech as inferior. At the 
same time, students who feel that they might incur the 
teacher's disapproval because of their speech patterns, are 
non-communicative in class but extremely verbal in their 
home environment. The majority of educators believe that a 
particular child is intelligent because s/he has an exten¬ 
sive vocabulary. It is clear that in school, language 
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skills are needed for learning and conveying and under¬ 
standing of subjects. Children from low income and minority 
ethnic groups are considered as exhibiting divergent speech 
patterns. 
Freden and Lambert (1973) noted that teachers are 
prepared to assess pupil's ability on the basis of their 
speech. Poor expression skills can contribute to low 
teacher expectations of their students. Non-standard 
speakers are usually rated low in education, intelligence, 
socio-economic status and speaking ability. 
Regarding the bilingual child, there is evidence in 
the literature of teachers' negative attitudes toward 
their speech patterns that generate low assessments of 
their pupils' language abilities and performance and lead 
to low grades in English. 
Mac Intosh and Ornstein (1974) conducted a study which 
found that teachers consider the bilingual child to be at 
a considerable disadvantage as far as language is concerned 
It argued that teachers' attitudes affect their classroom 
behavior and that negative attitudes may be based on a 
student's degree of accent in English. 
Shuy (1981) indicated that beliefs about the unwilling 
ness or inability of Iiispanics to learn English in the 
United States exists without much information about the 
facts in the matter. 
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Labov (1969) has indicated that language is merely 
one element of a cultural orientation which clashes with 
the school's values; and it is this conflict, not a deficient 
language, which largely accounts for the poor performance of 
students in school. 
It becomes evident from the literature that teachers’ 
negative attitude toward code-switching generate low 
expectations for students who exhibit this speech pattern. 
Valdes (1974) defines code-switching as: 
. . . the alternative use of two languages on the word, 
phrase, clause, or sentence level. Such alternation 
differs from linguistic interference and integration 
in that in code-switching, there is ordinarily a 
clean break between phonemic system. In essence, 
code-switching involves introducing into the context 
of one language stretches of speech that exhibit the 
other language's phonological and morphological 
features.20 
A Pygmalion effect would be suggested by a negative 
correlation between achievement measures and differences, 
since code-switching is the characteristic speech behavior 
of most bilingual students. Code-switching between various 
pairs of languages has been studied in some depth. Such 
language alternation has been found to be characteristic 
of communities bilingual in Swedish and English, Greek and 
English, French and English, Yiddish and English, Italian 
and English, German and English, two dialects of Norwegian 
and English, two dialects of Hindi and English, Hindi and 
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Punjabi, and English and Spanish. 
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Unfortunately, very little is said about the 
characteristics of bilingual speakers who in their community 
usually alternate between two languages. Moreover, accord¬ 
ing to Valdes (1974), bilingualism itself is very poorly 
understood by most educators, and for that reason, much of 
the literature available to the classroom teacher mis¬ 
represents language processes that are normal for bilingual 
speakers of any linguistic community. Some educators, who 
do not understand what such language alternation involves, 
are eager to label children "alingual" when this phenomenon 
appears in their speech. 
Whitehead (1971) reports that teachers' ratings of 
students' speech predicted how students would be assigned 
to graded classes, especially in areas related to language 
arts. He concluded that teachers' expectations of students 
were significantly related to students' language behavior. 
The concept of "verbal deprivation" is used when re¬ 
ferring to the language of non-standard English speaker. 
However, as Labov (1969) has stated, the concept of "verbal 
deprivation" has no basis in social reality. It is part 
of the modern mythology of educational psychology, typical 
of the unfounded notions which tend to expand rapidly in 
our educational system to imaginary defects of the child. 
It is important to notice that research literature gives 
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little attention to the ways in which language is used, to 
the attitudes people have about it, or to the social factors 
which influence speech. 
Students' Sex 
Another attribute that elicits differentiating teacher 
expectations and attitude is the students' sex. There is 
evidence indicating that sex stereotyping is an important 
22 determinant of differential teacher attitudes. It has 
been indicated that based on stereotypes, teachers have 
negative attitudes and expectations of boys before they 
enter the classroom. 
Silberman (1970) has pointed out that the behavior 
demanded in the American schools is more feminine than 
masculine. Therefore, teachers are forced to implement 
classroom strategies which transform the male pupil so that 
he will accept the passive demands of school life. American 
classrooms seem to encourage docility and passivity. Most 
of the time, teachers prefer to deal with students who 
are obedient, quiet, studious, and passive. In our society, 
these characteristics are mostly emphasized for rearing 
girls rather than boys. This could explain the fact that 
girls adapt and perform better in school most of the time. 
Felsenthal (1971) reported that teachers see the 
behavior of boys as signficantly more negative than that of 
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girls. In general, there is data available that suggest 
that teachers apparently view girls more favorably than 
boys, and that elementary school is more meaningful for 
girls than for boys. Males seem to exhibit a classroom 
behavior pattern that is alien to the behavior demanded by 
female first-grade teachers. 
It is also important to consider the fact that most 
elementary teachers are women. If, as Olesker and Lawrence 
(1972) concluded in their study, individuals show more 
empathy toward persons of the same sex, it is understand¬ 
able that female elementary teachers have more positive 
attitudes and expectations toward girls than boys. 
Maccoby (1966) in her article "Sex differences in 
intellectual functioning" points out that male-female 
differences in the relationship between ability and achieve¬ 
ment are complex, although boys are less willing than girls 
to meet female teachers' demands. Boys are able to assess 
their abilities more realistically than girls and are less 
fearful of and less disorganized by failure. 
Palardy (1969) studied teachers' beliefs about sex 
differences in first grade in reading achievement. The 
author found that teachers who expected no differences in 
reading achievement between boys and girls obtained the 
However, in those classrooms where same achievement. 
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teachers did not expect boys to do as well as girls, the 
girls outperformed the boys. 
Zach (1973) conducted a study to investigate whether 
teachers do hold differential expectations for boys and 
girls in a diverse range of classroom functioning. The 
author found that norms of behavior typical for boys differ 
considerably from those typical for girls and these norms 
are traditionally regarded as fitting in the society. In 
general, teachers tend to disapprove of boys who are not 
leaders, but can accept passivity in girls more readily. 
The author also found that when students report their per¬ 
ceptions of how teachers feel about boys and girls, they 
generally report that boys receive more disapproval than 
girls. 
Clifford (1973) conducted a study to determine what 
effect a student's physical attractiveness has on teacher's 
expectations of the child's intellectual and social be¬ 
havior. The author pointed out that although researchers 
have failed to find significant differences between boys' 
and girls' IQ's, there is evidence that girls achieve better 
than boys. In the study, the sex of the child did not 
affect the teachers' perception of IQ. The data in the 
study provide no evidence that the child's sex influences 
teachers' expectations with respect to his/her future 
On the basis of student ratings, teacher ratings, education. 
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and behavioral data, the author found that boys tend to be 
more aggressive, more antisocial, and more negativistic 
than girls. Other studies have shown that girls are more 
likely than boys to report that teachers like them or to see 
teachers as friendly. 
There seems to be a need for teachers to understand 
the possibility of being influenced by these sex stereotypes 
that could affect their behavior toward certain students. 
Knowing whether or not teachers are aware of differences 
in their behavior toward students of different sexes may 
shed light on the motivation behind the effects of those 
expectations. 
Student Personality and Student Classroom Behavior 
An obvious potential basis of teacher expectancies is 
the students’ conduct in the school environment. Individual 
differences make some students more salient to the teacher 
than others. They determine whether or not the teacher 
likes a student, and also determine the way the student is 
treated in the classroom. Data show that teachers tend to 
prefer conforming and acquiescent students and to reject 
active, assertive ones. Students who follow rules, use 
their time wisely, and in general behave well are likely to 
impress the teacher more positively than students who do 
not behave as well. It could be deducted, as Brophy and 
44 
Good pointed out, that the tendency of teachers to prefer 
girls to boys is based on their behavioral differences 
rather than on their sex. 
Adams and LaVoie (1974) reported that teachers who 
read descriptions of students who exhibited good conduct 
rated them higher than teachers who read descriptions of 
poor conduct students. They suggested that the influence 
of conduct rests on classroom management issues. Specifi¬ 
cally, they argued that problem children make classroom 
management more difficult. Hence, these children are 
viewed as having lower levels of aspiration. As a result, 
poor conduct students may be subject to a self-fulfilling 
prophecy. Good, Cooper and Blakey (1980) also support this 
contention. 
Carew and Lightfoot (1979) indicated that teachers do 
treat individual children differently. This fact, they 
explain, is not due to dislike or prejudice. Teachers may 
behave as they do because they perceive their students as 
having different needs, abilities, and temperaments. There 
is certain student behavior that teachers prefer and en¬ 
courage. When students behave in a way a teacher expects, 
the teacher may treat them in a more pleasant, friendly, 
and encouraging way that at the same time will help students 
to perform better. 
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Level of Ability or Achievement Performance 
Pygmalion in the Classroom shows evidence that children 
who are expected by their teacher to gain intellectually, in 
fact do show greater intellectual advancement than do 
children of whom such advancement is not expected. This 
conclusion has been questioned by a number of scholars and 
some of the attempts to replicate the study have failed. 
However, some scholars have pointed out that children be- 
1ieved by their teachers to be brighter do become brighter 
because of their teachers' belief and the way they are 
treated in the classroom. Teacher attitudes and expecta¬ 
tions are transmitted to students who, in turn, will tend 
to react to a specific teacher's behavior. Classroom 
observers reveal consistent patterns of differential 
teacher behavior toward high and low expectation students. 
Brophy and Good (1970, 74) found evidence that the 
teachers were more likely to stay with a high expectation 
student after s/he failed to answer an initial question. 
They would extend their interaction with those students by 
repeating the question, giving a clue, or asking another 
question. In contrast, they were much less likely to stay 
ith low expectation students in parallel situations. With 
low expectation students, teachers tended to end the 
interaction by giving the answer or calling upon someone 
w 
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else. It was also found that high expectation students 
are more likely to be praised by the teacher when they 
answered correctly and less likely to be criticized when 
they answered incorrectly or failed to respond. During the 
study, teachers were slower to praise and quicker to 
criticize students who most needed patience and encourage¬ 
ment . 
Doyle, Hancock, and Kifer in Brophy and Good (1972) 
found that the students whom the teachers had overestimated 
showed higher achievement than their measured IQ would 
predict, while students that the teachers had underestimated 
showed less achievement than their measured IQ would 
predict. Thus, they concluded that the teachers produced 
higher achievement on those students for whom they had 
higher expectations than they did in those students for 
whom they had lower expectations. 
At the end of three years of study, Kerman (1979) 
concluded that approximately 2,000 identified low achievers 
in experimental classes showed statistically signficant 
academic gains over their counterparts in the control 
classes. The key was good teaching strategies with both 
highs and lows. Not only were academic gains noted; also, 
there was a significant reduction in absenteeism and a 
significant reduction in disciplinary referrals. 
47 
Brophy and Good (1974) cited 20 studies in which the 
frequency of teacher-student academic interaction was 
assessed. Of these studies, 13 reported that teachers more 
often engage in academic contacts with high than with low 
expectation students. Teachers often show more willingness 
to pursue an answer with high than with low students. 
Furthermore, highs seem to create more output opportunities 
for themselves, while teachers vary in whether they 
equalize or accentuate contact frequency differences. Low 
expectation students may not get as many opportunities to 
integrate and vocalize their thoughts. 
Comparative studies have indicated differential 
teacher behaviors toward pupils perceived as having high 
and low ability levels. In Brophy and Good's (1974) study, 
teachers were asked to provide their own rankings of 
students' abilities, based upon their contact prior to the 
time of the study. Several differences were observed be¬ 
tween teachers' treatment of the "highs" and the "lows". 
The teachers participating in the study directed signifi¬ 
cantly more criticism toward those for whom they had lower 
expectations, and significantly more praise and repetition 
toward those for whom they held higher expectations. The 
authors concluded that teachers systematically discriminate 
in favor of the highs over the lows in demanding and 
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reinforcing quality performance. They also noted large 
variation among teachers in the degree to which they favored 
the highs over the lows. 
Past research indicates that teachers and classroom 
observers often disagree about what has occurred in a class¬ 
room. Even though researchers do not agree in terms of the 
relationship between teacher expectations and student achieve¬ 
ment, there is evidence of specific ways in which teachers 
vary their behavior toward the so called "high and low 
achieving students." Good (1981) reported twelve of the 
more common ways teacher actions can vary with high and low 
student expectations: 
(1) Seating low students farther from the teacher or 
in a group. 
(2) Paying less attention to lows in academic situa¬ 
tions (smiling less often and maintaining less eye contact). 
(3) Calling on lows less often to 'answer classroom 
questions or make public demonstrations. 
(4) Waiting less time for lows to answer questions. 
(5) Not staying with lows in failure situations 
(providing clues, asking follow-up questions). 
(6) Criticizing lows more frequently than highs for 
incorrect public responses. 
(7) Praising lows less frequently than highs after 
successful public responses 
(8) Praising lows more frequently than highs for 
maiginal or inadequate public responses. 
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(9) Providing low-achieving students with less 
accurate and less detailed feedback than highs. 
(10) Failing to provide lows with feedback about 
their responses more frequently than highs. 
(11) Demanding less work and effort from lows than 
from highs. 
(12) Interrupting the performance of low achievers 
more frequently than that of high achievers.23 
It is important to indicate that the majority of such 
teacher behavior is unconscious. Most teachers' expecta¬ 
tions are flexible enough to be changed if the teachers 
discover that they are incorrect or inappropriate. Teachers' 
expectations not only can affect the achievement of the 
individual student, they can also affect the achievement of 
the class as a whole. 
Concerned with the role that teacher expectations play 
in determining students' performance, Cooper (1979) has 
developed a model for teacher expectation communication and 
24 performance influence. The purpose of the model is to 
integrate the climate, feedback, and interaction variations 
into a single process culminating in substantiated student 
performance. He supports the idea that by altering their 
instructional methods teachers can make certain functional 
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changes in their behavior rather than dysfunctional. 
Teaching styles are also to be considered. Actually, 
appropriate teacher expectations without appropriate teach¬ 
ing skills would probably do little good. 
In summary, data on teacher expectations research have 
suggested that some teachers treat high and low achieving 
students differently, and that teachers' expectations 
appeared to be associated with student achievement. As 
Brophy and Good (1970) stated, students play an active role 
in whether teacher expectations are internalized or whether 
they are actively resisted. It is clear that the inter¬ 
action of student and teacher may well form the basis of a 
dynamic and powerful relationship and will provide for a 
better classroom environment. 
Ability Grouping 
Teacher expectations for students in particular tracks 
or in certain groups often have big effects on student 
achievement. Pygmalion in the Classroom condemns the track¬ 
ing system prevalent in elementary and secondary schools 
throughout the country. Often, children in school are 
grouped according to their ability. Some schools have 
higher, middle, and lower tracks, while others use different 
categories as criteria for class placement. The major con¬ 
cern is that most of the time, grouping according to track 
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is self-perpetuating, and the students remain in the same 
track throughout their school life. 
Elashoff and Snow (1971) refer to tracking as another 
part of self-fulfilling prophecy. Teachers, students, and 
administrators are aware that upper-track classes are 
supposed to perform well and lower track ones are not. They 
expect things to work out in certain ways and usually it is 
communicated in many unspoken ways. 
The tracking system is also a disservice to the so- 
called bright students who come to believe that to be bright 
is to perform well on tests. It frequently alienates them 
from their true abilities. 
Tuckman (1971) indicates that schools employ ability 
grouping as a mechanism for affecting students' expectations 
of themselves, and teachers' expectations of them. In a 
homogeneous ability grouping system, students are assigned 
to levels of a course based on their potential ability in 
that course predicted by prior grades, standardized test 
scores, and most important, the recommendations of their 
prior teachers in that subject. While in theory students 
can move with fluidity between these groups, in practice 
movement is more noticeable by its absence. 
Grouping practices have been considered discriminatory 
in some communities because of its limitations to equal 
educational opportunities. Proponents of grouping often 
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base their advocacy as an instructional device. By grouping 
students of like ability, teachers are more likely to reach 
more of their students. Such arguments, says Tuckman, 
ignore the proposition that grouping ability affects expecta¬ 
tions. By contributing to the self-fulfilling prophecy, 
students come to perform in a way that validates the group¬ 
ing assignment. Not moving students up is denying them the 
opportunity to enhance their self-expectations and, con¬ 
sequently, their performance. Tuckman (1971) conducted a 
study considering the relationship between teacher expecta¬ 
tions and ability grouping and he concluded that: 
--grouping affects the self-expectations of students 
and their teachers, and thereby affects student performance. 
--teachers' expectations of student performance are 
largely influenced by grouping assignments to persist over 
t ime. 
--group procedures must result in frustration and 
, . .,, . . 25 disillusionment. 
Evertson (1972) in Brophy (1974) noted that in lower 
track classrooms, the teachers made less attempt to relate 
the content taught to student interests and backgrounds 
than the same teachers made when teaching in higher track 
classrooms. 
According to Good (1981) to express low expectations 
and to impede student performance, it is not necessary for 
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teachers to differentiate their behavior toward high and 
low achieving students in many ways. If teachers present 
low achieving students less content than they can handle, 
then, low achieving students will have less opportunity to 
learn. On the other hand, teacher preconceptions affect 
their expressed attitudes less consistently than their ex¬ 
pressed demands, for it is normally acceptable for teachers 
to demand more from high achieving students. 
Conclusion 
The literature provides evidence of the importance of 
teacher expectations upon student achievement and behavior. 
The results and conclusions of these studies do not always 
agree. As Brophy and Good have indicated, research on 
teacher expectations has raised many more questions than it 
has answered. 
Different student characteristics have been identified 
as being related significantly to teacher expectations. 
Among these, cumulative folder information and student be¬ 
havior may provide objective, academically relevant informa¬ 
tion that could be useful in program planning for students 
and may help the teacher to better understand individual 
student's needs. These types of information are perceived 
as highly reliable. 
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Other student characteristics such as socio-economic 
status, race, language, sex, and physical attractiveness 
sometimes reflect stereotypic expectancies for social be¬ 
haviors. In the absence of more valid information, teachers 
may rely on this type of knowledge about students when 
forming initial impressions and expectations. However, 
teacheis do not form expectations in the absence of informa¬ 
tion. Daily interactions with students help shape and even 
change expectations. It is important to understand that 
expectations must be based on reasonable and appropriate 
information, and may lead to teacher behavior that will 
benefit the students. Those expectations that are based on 
inappropriate information could lead to a biased education. 
Self-fulfilling prophecy is considered as one of the 
most significant forms of teacher expectation effects be¬ 
cause it leads to observable changes in student behavior. 
However, these effects are still under consideration and 
some people do not even believe on the implications it has 
upon student achievement. 
It is clear that most of the research on teacher 
expectations has been focused on the consideration of direct 
effects of teacher behavior or influences on teacher be¬ 
havior. Because student-teacher interaction is the key for 
the success of the educational process, it is imperative to 
consider the effects of these interactions upon students’ 
achievement. 
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It is the author's hope 
with some information to the 
of teacher expectations and 
achievement. 
that this study can contribute 
field of student perceptions 
its implications for student 
Some Considerations About the 
Teaching of Typewriting 
Business education is perceived in different ways by 
different people. To some, it pertains only to those 
occupations that are carried out in the office by office 
workers. Others also include the functions of management 
O ^ 
and/or advancement in occupations related to the office. 
Some students look at business education as a tool for 
understanding and handling personal affairs and using the 
services of the business world. The curriculum in business 
education varies from one school to another within a variety 
of available subjects. Some of these subjects are compul¬ 
sory while others are elective. Typewriting has been the 
heart of business education for many years. 
The Learning Task 
Typewriting is one of the psychomotor skills, and its 
successful learning is influenced by both cognitive and 
affective behaviors at the outset and during the process of 
learning. It has been said that nearly all students come 
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equipped with the prerequisite intellectual and manipulative 
capabilities necessary to undertake the learning of type- 
27 
writing. The total task of learning to typewrite involves 
the development of manipulative, application, and problem 
solving skills. Mastery of the total task requires success¬ 
ful student movement through six stages: 
(1) keyboard learning 
(2) speed and accuracy development 
(3) learning copy-arrangement procedures 
(4) improving and applying language arts skills 
(5) building problem typing skills and production 
competencies 
(G) intregrating acquired knowledge and skills through 
the completion of realistic tasks in simulated personal, 
28 professional, and business settings. 
Typewriting, like other skills, is learned by appropriate 
and purposeful practice. The teacher role is very important 
in guiding the practice. Active student participation is 
another important element. The typewriting classroom pro¬ 
vides unlimited opportunities for active student participa¬ 
tion: the act of typing itself, teacher demonstration with 
student imitation of a particular aspect of the skill, 
guiding the learner in completing a procedure are some 
i 29 examples. 
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Repetition is another important element. However, re¬ 
petition without a goal or without a change in character of 
the practice is often worthless, but repetition with a pur¬ 
pose can and does affect the skill learning in a positive 
way. 
Featheringham (1974) presented five important factors 
which, in one way or another, affect the improvement of 
typewriting skills. These are: 
—Factor 1: Practice is not guarantee of learning. 
--Factor 2: Nonrepet itive practice is better than 
repetitive practice. 
--Factor 3: Mentally rehearsing a skill task is 
beneficial for the learner. 
--Factor 4: Little or no improvement takes place 
without knowledge of results. 
--Factor 5: Plateaus in motor skill learning may be 
30 indicative of a practice limit. 
Objectives should specify the type of performance 
expected of the students so that they have sufficient know¬ 
ledge to evaluate the learning situation. Learning tasks 
should provide conditions that challenge and stimulate stu¬ 
dents to make their best. Self-development plans that 
include fundamental skill-learning factors take the student 
through three phrases: 
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(1) seeing the act (motion or procedure) performed 
by someone, 
(2) trying it out on the explanatory level, and 
(3) practicing with the help of a skilled teacher who 
suggests improvements in the form and sequence of the 
practice.31 
Thus, teaching copy-arrangement skills should include demon¬ 
strations, observation, and confirmation/correction (feed¬ 
back) strategies that are used as students engage in the 
process of learning. 
Even though many people look at typewriting as a very 
mechanic and impersonal subject, a good understanding of the 
student is one of the most important challenges a teacher 
has to face in order to be able to help him/her achieve. 
The teacher can certainly help the typewriting students by 
offering friendship, by reducing competition, by using 
shared experiences as a basis for instruction, and by em¬ 
phasizing individual achievement as a basis for evaluation. 
Reinforcement of learning results is an important 
factor affecting the rate and degree of learning. It serves 
two primary functions: 
(1) it helps to sustain motivation, and 
(2) it provides information feedback about the 
adequacy of the performance. 
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Reinforcement is believed to be most effective practice 
m skill learning if it is positive rather than negative; 
and constructive rather than destructive; and immediate 
rather than delayed.32 
The feedback the teacher provides through an analysis of 
the student as s/he types is very important. This analysis 
should be followed by positive suggestions for changing the 
way in which the student practices or by the teacher demon¬ 
stration of the correct way with the student imitation of 
the demonstration. 
Demonstration in typewriting is essential for student 
improvement. Model performance of correct typewriting 
techniques (movement patterns, continuity, and key-stroking 
variability) should be provided frequently. The demonstra¬ 
tion model provides students with opportunities to have 
models to emulate in initiating and refining their typing 
behavior. At this stage, student perceptions play an 
important role. In his/her role as a teacher s/he communi¬ 
cates not only verbally, but also nonverbally with the 
students. In typewriting classrooms, body and hand posit ions 
are important factors in the learning of typewriting skills. 
In some cases the sex of the student may have an effect 
upon his/her response to a teacher's demonstration and be¬ 
havior. Therefore, the teacher should be aware of his/her 
expression, movements, and body language upon students while 
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demonstrations are going on. Sex barriers and stereotypes 
cannot be ignored since they are a reality for some of the 
students. It is essential that the teacher avoid attacking 
students' perceptions, but rather understand and acknowledge 
the stereotype and provide opportunities for students to 
change their perceptions or impressions. 
Development of Accuracy 
For so long, typewriting instructors have tried to 
develop both speed and accuracy simultaneously, but with a 
different degree of emphasis. Today, there is a great con¬ 
cern for accuracy which implies the need for error analysis. 
Historically, typewriting instructors have not been 
sufficiently concerned with error analysis and its role in 
developing a high level of consistent accuracy. At the 
same time, much effort has been directed to develop proof¬ 
reading skills, but with limited success. Proofreading's 
main objective is to identify errors; then effort, if any, 
is directed to correct the errors. 
Using an error analysis program in typewriting classes 
implies several factors. These are identified by Schuette 
as follows: 
(1) there are different kinds of errors, 
(2) some errors are caused by the type of instruction 
33 
given, 
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(3) there is a correlation between the personality of 
the individual student and the errors s/he will make. 
(4) there are times when errors should be ignored, and 
(5) remedial exercises must be tailored to the 
individual student’s accuracy problem.^ 
Generally, there are three broad types of errors in 
typewriting: technique, keyboard, and knowledge errors. 
Good typewriting techniques must be developed early and con¬ 
sistently because of their contributions to speed and 
accuracy development. Literature shows that many errors 
the student may have, have been caused by the instruction 
given. The lack of early demonstration of good techniques 
and regular emphasis through forceful drills can bring 
about technique errors. The specific order of keyboard 
presentation can actually cause keyboard errors and/or 
retard mastery for the students. 
Early methodology in the teaching of typewriting re¬ 
quired the student to direct his/her vision to the materials 
being copied, and not to use visual feedback for directing 
the keystroking response or for confirming the results of 
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the keystroking response. For many decades, typewriters 
used in typewriting classrooms had blank or blink keyboards 
where letters, numbers, and symbols were not visible to the 
students. More recently, however, as the role of visual 
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feedback during motor learning became evident, open key¬ 
boards with the letters, numbers, and symbols on the key 
surface began to appear in the classrooms. New approaches 
to teach typewriting which incorporated .some, though limited, 
use of vision in locating the position of the keys and 
developing a stroking response were also introduced.36 
Ivest (1967) tested typists who ranged in typewriting 
rate from 9 to 108 gross words per minute in order to deter¬ 
mine the role of visual feedback in detecting errors. The 
results showed that visual feedback improved direction of 
error at all levels of typewriting skills. 
Hayes and Reene (1980) conducted a study with the pur¬ 
pose of determining the use of visual feedback by typists 
at various skill levels. It was found that apparently, 
typists--regardless of skill level—performed better if 
visual feedback was available and used for response guidance. 
When typing under conditions of blocked visual feedback from 
the keyboard, typists experienced a decrease in gross words 
per minute and an increase in total errors. Subjects were 
able to increase their detection of errors under response 
confirmation. The authors added that apparently typists can 
shift their direction for visual feedback to use whatever 
source of visual information is available. They noted that 
speed and accuracy of subjects at all levels of skill 
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decreased when vision could not be used for response 
guidance. 
However, even though the evidence is there, there are 
still typewriting instructors who advocate the use of 
blank or blind keyboard as a way to improve speed and 
accuracy in typewriting classes.37 
Depew (1S84) informed that by using a blank or blind 
keyboard, her students were more accurate and much more 
confident in their typing ability. The errors of tyning 
the same word more than once and omitting sentences were 
still made, but not with the frequency as when they had 
open keyboards. In her classes, out of 40 students there 
were still two to four who insisted on looking at the key¬ 
board. Their speed, she reported, never got over 35 words 
per minute and their accuracy was terrible. 
West (1984) has indicated that the instructor's role 
in the typewriting class is not to insist on the impossible 
avoiding the visual feedback--or to try to prevent the 
inevitable, but instead, to assist the transition from 
looking to not looking in typewriting. He suggests some 
procedures for assisting the students in the transition, 
as follows: 
(1) Start with a casual attitude keyboard watching. 
Assure the students that day by day, even minute by minute, 
they will need to do less and less looking. 
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(2) Do not refer students to wall charts or to 
textbook keyboard diagrams; they depict neither the slope 
of the keyboard rows nor finger-reach distances to keys. 
(3) Most important of all, put the focus on speed. 
Urge students to practice at slightly uncomfortable rates. 
Conduct a handful of brief timings during each keyboard 
lesson, oriented solely toward "more strokes this time 
than the time before".0^ 
Schuette (1982) has identified some situations when 
errors should be ignored: students are developing letter 
location security; single speed thrust activities are 
administered on straight copy material; production topics 
are first included; and speed thrust are administered on 
production topics. 
Past research shows that certain types of keyboard 
errors are very prevalent. As summarized by Schuette, they 
include the following: 
Adjacent keys: 
The letter M was struck for N. 1577 times 
The letter R was struck for T. 1488 times 
Home keys: 
The letter D was struck for E. 755 times 
The letter L was struck for 0. 567 times 
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Vowels 
The letter 0 was struck for I . . 
.... 1290 times 
The letter E was struck for I. . . . 39 times 
Remedial act ivities for improper key stroking suggest 
that preventive teaching has not been exercised. Some 
suggestions are: 
(1) Teachers should plan an order of alphabet key 
presentations that will put some intervening time between 
problem letter combinations when the keys are presented. 
(2) Teachers should not teach the same reaches on 
both hands at the same time but should introduce weak 
finger keys along with strong finger keys. 
(3) Numbers should be similarly presented. 
(4) After about the fourth week, the preventive 
teacher will begin to use an error analysis chart. 
(5) After each daily timing the student should note 
the location and kinds of errors made. 
(6) Repeated discussions should be devoted to what 
causes specific errors and what can be done to avoid 
.. 40 them. 
Peter (1984) has developed a program that gives 
teachers alternatives for error analysis directed to attend 
students' needs. The Cortez Peters Championship Type¬ 
writing Program (CPCTP) is an individualized, diagnostic, 
prescriptive method of teaching typewriting in which the 
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students take a series of diagnostic tests. The results 
then are recorded individually on comprehensive and defini¬ 
tive charts. The error analysis chart is maintained by each 
student, permitting both student and teacher to know 
exactly the kinds of errors being made: letter, finger, 
hand as well as shifting, spacing, punctuation, and/or 
concentration errors. The methodological sequence of 
activities is as follows: pretest, diagnosis, prescription, 
practice, posttest, and prognosis. Like Schuette, Peter 
believes that an appropriate analysis of typewriting stu¬ 
dent's errors is the key for improving both speed and 
accuracy. 
Underwood (1972) made some considerations about how 
to approach students' mistakes in typewriting class in a 
more positive way. The teacher can do a great deal to help 
students feel more confident and less fearful about their 
mistakes. Students should be told that everybody makes 
mistakes and everybody can learn from those mistakes. The 
author suggested some activities that could be developed in 
the classroom as opportunities for the students to deal 
with their mistakes. 
They can also help the students in thinking about what 
they consider unfair situations, since they will have to 
face them at work. By giving some questions to the students, 
67 
the teachers will be able to assume different positions to 
help the students understand that there are always 
opportunities for improvement. 
Student Motivation 
Motivation is one of the most challenging aspects of 
the teaching-learning process. This is true for both skill 
classes and non-skill classes. Motivation is highly re¬ 
lated to student personality, attitudes, and perceptions. 
Typewriting is one of the most popular subjects in 
business education which has developed different student 
attitudes and perceptions. It is necessary for the teacher 
to be aware of students' attitudes in the classroom. By 
doing so, the teacher will be able to change or modify 
activities to keep students motivated. A student’s ges¬ 
tures, voice, distance, and silence will tell the teacher 
how interested or motivated the student is. Individual 
needs in the classroom are factors that determine the 
success of the teaching-learning process in typewriting. 
It is necessary to understand that student motivation 
in skill building areas depends on such factors as the 
student's purpose or intent to learn, his/her interest in 
learning, and his/her level of readiness. By considering 
the factors mentioned above, the teacher will be able to 
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provide some learning environments and opportunities that 
will be helpful for student motivation and achievement. 
Siebert (1975) considered the importance of positive 
attitudes for achievement in typewriting. The author ex¬ 
pressed that "achievement is not a relationship between how 
well one person is doing in comparison to another, but 
rather it is related to his own progressive cognizance of 
personal and predetermined worthwhile goals."41 Motivating 
students to their fullest potential can be achieved through 
attitude change. The goals in the classroom must be under¬ 
stood by each one of the students. Attitude motivation does 
not depend upon outside pressure. It comes from within the 
student and will lead the student to lasting and permanent 
changes. 
Concerned about attitudes in typewriting classrooms, 
Siebert developed a simple plan for promoting students' 
achievement through the use of Positive Typewriting Attitude 
(PTA). This plan is based on the idea that students can 
usually achieve what is expected of them if the requested 
goal is within their reach. The student is expected to 
succeed in his/her early attempts. By experiencing this 
success each time, the student will try just a little harder. 
Through the PTA method, this extra effort results in the 
ultimate achievement of the higher end of semester goals. 
The teacher assists by monitoring the daily or weekly 
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progress of the students. S/he helps with problems the 
student encounters, providing recommendations that will 
assist the student in improving his/her typewriting techni¬ 
ques. For this plan to be successful, the author suggested 
the following considerations: 
--The student must have a genuine interest in 
succeeding. 
—The goals of the students must be written by the 
student. 
--The student must experience success many more times 
4? 
than s/he fails. 
Teacher expectations play an important role in the 
teaching of typewriting. Typewriting instructors should ask 
and expect excellence in performance. Teachers must set 
high standards and expect that they will be met, for it is 
through these standards that teacher expectations are 
communicated to students. When teachers set low standards, 
they are communicating that they believe their students are 
unable to perform with excellence. Demonstrating a genuine 
concern for the student's growth can motivate students to 
utilize their ability to the maximum. Appropriate teacher 
expectations will help to develop the right attitude in 
students. 
Fredrickson (1977) conducted a study considering how 
students perceived they were being helped to learn in 
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typewriting. In her study, she investigated three teachers' 
nonverbal behavior —invasion, touching, and eye contact- 
through the use of silent videotaped teacher-student 
enactment. The author found that there was a difference 
between male and female students' responses. Students' sex 
made a significant difference in their attitudes about in¬ 
vasion, with less hindrance by a female teacher sitting in a 
female student's chair than in a male student's chair. 
Students perceived invasion by female teachers upon female 
students as more acceptable than upon male students. 
The same author (1978) conducted an experimental pro¬ 
cedure in the typewriting classes in Massachusetts. She used 
video feedback to reinforce the teacher's instruction on 
proper techniques. By using the video feedback, the students 
were able to critique their typing, fingering, shifting, and 
other techniques, and to modify and refine them. 
Fortunately for typewriting teachers, learning to type¬ 
write does not make heavy intellectual demands on learners 
43 in the early stages. Robinson (1968) conducted a study 
to investigate the relationship between IQ, and other assumed 
predictors of academic success, and typewriting skills 
development. He found low correlations between predictors of 
academic success and typewriting skills as measured by 
straight copy scores. Accuracy was not significantly 
correlated with any of the predictors used in the study 
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either. So, typewriting instructors should start their 
typewriting classes with a positive attitude by expecting 
all the students to be successful. 
It has been recognized that typewriting students do 
show a wide range of anxiety or tension as they approach the 
learning of a new task. Certain amount of tension of 
anxiety seems to be essential for learning to occur, but 
excessive anxiety inhibits skill development. When anxiety 
is very low or very high, performance is lowered.^ Ex¬ 
cessive tension, for instance, can be created by setting 
goals that are unrealistically high in relation to the 
students' current level of performance. 
Competition is another factor that could create ex¬ 
cessive tension in the typewriting classroom. Biehler 
(1974) suggested some ways to minimize the negative aspects 
of competition and to reduce excessive tension or anxiety: 
(1) Encourage students to compete against themselves. 
(2) Have each pupil set his/her own goals and keep 
a private progress chart. 
(3) Try to give each pupil some experience with 
success by arranging situations in which all students have a 
fairly equal chance in a variety of situations. 
(4) Make use of group competition situations that 
stress fun rather than winning. 
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(5) Keep a separate folder for each student rather 
than a grade book that indicates only relative perfor— 
45 
mance. 
It has been suggested that students will be more re¬ 
ceptive to instruction and will profit more from it if they 
are physically comfortable, feel safe and relaxed, have a 
sense of belonging, and experience self-esteem.46 These 
students' needs have great impact on attitude toward learn¬ 
ing, desire to achieve, and thus, on the student's self 
concept--his/her feeling of importance of acceptance, and 
of success. 
The behavior of the typewriting teacher, like other 
subject teachers, has either a positive or negative effect 
upon the learning of students. The kind of guidance and 
direction given to students in the typewriting classroom is 
a potent factor affecting motivation to learn, and rate and 
degree of learning. 
Typewriting as a Mean to Improve Other Skills 
The rapid changes occuring now in the business world 
demand that student skills be expanded, and an awareness 
of the potential of their application to other fields be 
developed. It has been recognized, for instance, that 
typewriting is the beginning for computer literacy. Once 
keyboard skills have been mastered, there is an easy 
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transfer of skills to the computer keyboard with only 
limited time needed to adjust to the new keyboard placement 
and command symbols. Typewriting teachers could take ad¬ 
vantage to this fact and use it to motivate students to do 
their best in the class, so they could be introduced to the 
computer world. 
In the typewriting class the students learn the 
importance of developing a desire for learning now and in 
the future. Many learning situations in the typewriting 
classrooms give the student an opportunity to learn the 
importance of using good communication skills, reasoning 
skills, decision making skills and others. At the same 
time, typewriting teachers should create partnership with 
other subject teachers in order to incorporate meaningful 
related activities that lead the students to improve their 
basic skills. 
Krevolin (1965) and Byford (1971) have tested the type¬ 
writer as an aid in improving a variety of language arts 
skills* The results of the studies showed that experimental 
students made better gains than control groups. However, 
the gains were not significant in all cases. It was con¬ 
cluded that the typewriter can be used in helping students 
"learn how to learn". Classroom problem solving experiences 
in typewriting help the students to develop critical, logi- 
47 
cal, and creative thinking. 
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Conclusion 
Typewriting is one of the most popular business educa¬ 
tion courses at the secondary school level. Traditionally, 
it has served two purposes for students: vocational and 
personal. It is also the basic competency needed for some 
other courses. 
In some cases, typewriting seems to be one of those 
courses around which have developed some negative students' 
perceptions and attitudes. Intensive efforts have been made 
to eliminate sex barriers and stereotypes from the school 
curriculum. It is important for teachers to become aware 
of students' perceptions and attitudes in order to provide 
meaningful learning environments and opportunities for the 
skills development. It is necessary to understand that 
student motivation in skill areas depends on such factors 
as the student's purpose or intent to learn, his/her inter¬ 
est in learning, and his/her level of readiness. Like in 
other subject classes, teacher expectations play an impor¬ 
tant role in the teaching of typewriting. Appropriate 
teacher expectations will help to develop the right attitude 
in students. 
Demonstrations are key elements in the teaching of 
typewriting. When demonstrating, the teacher must be 
aware of those factors that could affect teachers' per¬ 
ceptions and attitudes in typewriting. Evidently, there is 
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a need for studies 
interpretations of 
It is the author's 
to the information 
considering teacher behavior and student 
that behavior in the typewriting class, 
hope that this study be a contribution 
in the field. 
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C H A P T R III 
METHODOLOGY 
This chapter presents the methodology employed in the 
study. It discusses the site of the study, the target 
population, the instruments used for data collection, the 
process followed for field testing the instruments, the 
field procedures followed for data collection, and the pro¬ 
cedures followed for data processing and data analysis. 
Site of the Study 
The study was conducted at the only business school in 
Springfield, Massachusetts. In this narticular business 
school all students are expected to complete two years of 
typewriting regardless of their program affiliation. How¬ 
ever, this rule is not always enforced and some students 
manage to graduate without this requirement. This situation 
leaves the typewriting courses with students who really want 
the class for whatever reason they might have. 
According to the 19S0 Census data, the city has a 
population of approximately 154,89G inhabitants. Out of 
this number, 115,873 or 74.81% are White; 25,219 or 16.28% 
are Black; and 13,804 or 8.71% are of Spanish origin. Out 
80 
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of 13,804 of Spanish origin, 253 or 1.83% are Mexican, 
12,298 or 89.09% are Puerto Rican; 127 or .92% are Cuban; 
and 1,126 or 8.16% are of other Spanish descent. 
Target Population of the Study 
The total school population in the city is 22,773. 
Out of this number, 10,327 or 45.35% is White; 6,653 or 
29.21% is Non-White; and 5,793 or 25.44% is of Spanish sur¬ 
name. The total distribution of the school population by 
gender is as follows: 12,010 or 52.74% is male; and 10,763 
or 47.26% is female. 
The school has a total enrollment of 1,261 students. 
Out of this number, 383 or 30.73% is White; 338 or 26.80% 
is of Spanish surname; 536 or 42.51% is Black; and four or 
.32% is of other origin. The population of the high school 
system in the city does not represent an equal balance of 
White and minority students according to the information 
submitted by the Research Department of the school system. 
Note that the white population in the city is over 45 per¬ 
cent, while at the school it is slightly over 39 percent. 
Moreover, the city's minority copulation is 54.65 percent, 
while at the school it exceeds 69 percent. The 80 students 
participating in the study included these three ethnic and 
racial categories depending on their teacher's willingness 
82 
to participate in the study and their parents' consents for 
such participation. (Tables I to IV illustrate in more 
detail the figures discussed above.) 
The Study 
The study was designed according to the following re¬ 
search questions: 
Question_1: 
How do differences in teacher expectations for 
academic achievement in typewriting differ toward male 
and female high school students? 
Question 2: 
What are the perceptions of male and female high 
school students toward their teachers' expectations 
for academic achievement in typewriting? 
Question 3: 
To what extent do male and female high school 
students' perceptions of teachers' expectations relate 
to achievement as determined by numerical average in 
typewriting? 
Instrumentation 
The technique used in the research project was a 
questionnaire following principles of semantic differential 
construction. The semantic differential is a technique for 
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Table III 
School Population 
Total Enrollment as of 10-1-84* 
Distribution by Grade 
Grade Boys Girls Total 
10 210 340 550 
11 159 268 427 
12 89 195 284 
Total 458 803 1261 
*As provided by the school Principal. 
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observing and measuring the psychological aspect of meaning. 
It usually consists of a number of rating scales bipolar in 
nature with each end defined by an adjective. The technique 
is often used for the purpose of measuring the connotative 
meaning of concepts. At other times, it is used to structure 
a domain, usually attitudinal. 
In this study, students' perceptions of their teachers' 
expectations were measured by using an adaptation of the 
"Student Achievement Diagnostic Questionnaire (SADQ)", 
developed by Matthews (1979). Matthew's instrument was 
originally designed to provide measures of (1) pupil self- 
concepts of ability in English, Math, Science, and Social 
Studies; (2) pupil attitudes toward teachers of English, 
Math, Science and Social Studies; (3) pupil perceptions of 
the expectations and values of English, Math, Science and 
Social Studies teachers; and (4) pupil perceptions of the 
future utility of English, Math, Science and Social Studies. 
Matthews' questionnaire uses an Osgood Semantic Differential 
format with responses for each item numbered 1-7 with 1 
representing the least positive and 7, the most positive 
response. It contains 64 items: 16 items per subject. For 
this study, items were adapted with a focus on typewriting. 
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Instrument Field Testing 
The field testing of the questionnaire was done with 
a group of students from the high school who were enrolled 
in typewriting but whose teachers were not participating in 
the study. By doing so, students had no chance of answering 
the questionnaire during the process of data collection. 
A total of fifteen (15) students participated in the field 
testing. The student group was representative of the school 
population. They were asked to read the instructions and 
mark any word that was not clear. Then, they were asked to 
answer the questions and make notes or comments on the items 
that were not clear for them or those that created any 
difficulty. The field testing was guided by the researcher. 
It took the students an average of five (5) minutes to read 
the instructions and ten (10) minutes to answer the 
questionnaire. According to the students, the instructions 
did not seem to be clear. It was also evident that they did 
not understand some of the terms. For example, the terms 
"polar opposites" and "irrelevant" needed clarification. 
Both were included in the Instructions section of the in¬ 
strument. Also an example was needed before the students 
tried to answer the questionnaire. 
Based on the students' responses and comments the 
following changes to the Instructions section of the 
questionnaire were made: 
1. the term 'polar opposites" was changed to 
"opposite meanings"; 
2. the term "irrelevant" was clarified by using a 
parenthetical note (not important); 
3. a clear example was inserted to help the student 
better understand the task in front of them. 
A final version of the instrument used in the study 
titled "Student Achievement Diagnostic Questionnaire" 
follows. 
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"STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT DIAGNOSTIC QUESTIONNAIRE" 
Instructions 
The rating instrument which follows is called a 
semantic differential. It consists of sixteen (16) 
questions followed by a scale like the following one: 
I enjoy coming to school every day. 
Small__ ______Large 
You will be asked to answer each question by con¬ 
sidering a scale on each one of them. Please, notice that 
the adjectives at each end have opposite meanings. You 
should answer the questions by placing a check mark ( ) 
in the space that better indicates your position as related 
to the adjectives. 
It may be difficult to make some of the judgments. 
However, it is extremely important that you mark each one 
of the scales. If you find a scale to be completely 
irrelevant (not important) or completely neutral on a 
particular question, then, check the middle space. Be sure 
you answer every question. Remember that there are no 
correct answers. 
Thank you for your time and cooperation. 
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Name 
Questionnaire 
School 
Ethnic Group 
_White Black Hispanic 
Sex Female Male 
Grade 10 11 
_12 
Program College Prep. Business 
Career 
Class Type I Type II 
(1) How much does your Typewriting teacher want you to 
learn? 
Strong Weak 
(2) How much do you want to do what your Typewriting 
teacher likes you to do? 
Strong Weak 
(3) How much does your Typewriting teacher want you to 
type? 
Large Small 
(4) How much clo you like to please your Typewriting 
teacher? 
Low_High 
(5) How important does your Typewriting teacher think 
Typewriting is? 
Low _Low 
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(6) 
(7) 
(8) 
(9) 
(10) 
(ID 
(12) 
(13) 
(14) 
(15) 
How much does your Typewriting teacher please you? 
L°W_ High 
How much does your Typewriting teacher want you to do 
your best? 
Low_:_ High 
How good are you at getting high scores in Typewriting? 
High_Low 
How good a student are you in Typewriting? 
Bad__   Good 
How much do you like the way your Typewriting teacher 
works with you? 
Large_Small 
What is your true ability in Typewriting? 
Low _ _ _ _____ _ _ _ High 
How good are you at learning how to type? 
Good _       Bad 
How much will Typewriting help you in your future 
work? 
Small_Large 
How much will Typewriting help you to be successful? 
Small_Large 
How much will Typewriting help you to live a better life? 
Large Small 
93 
(16) How much will Typewriting help you to do what you 
want to do in life? 
Large_____ Small 
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To determine the consistency of the instrument and 
assess how well the sixteen items held together as a sur¬ 
vey tool, a reliability analysis was performed, with a 
resulting alpha coefficient of .85387. This demonstrates 
a highly reliable instrument. (Table V illustrates an 
item by item analysis of the means and standard deviations 
of the instrument. Table VI presents other related 
statistics.) 
Table V 
Reliability Analysis for Scale (ALPHA) 
MEANS STD DEV CASES 
1. Ql 5.775 1.723 80.0 
2 . Q2 5.500 1.543 80.0 
3. Q3 5.837 1.084 80.0 
4 . Q4 5.800 1.372 80.0 
5. Q5 6.200 1. 118 80.0 
6. Q 6 5.137 1.524 80.0 
7. Q7 6.200 1.184 80.0 
8. Q8 3.550 1.574 80.0 
9. Q9 4.612 1.680 80.0 
10. Q10 4.887 1.793 80.0 
11 . Qll 4.425 1.421 80.0 
12. Q12 5.462 1.484 80.0 
13 . Q13 5.313 1.804 80.0 
14 . Q14 5.037 1.710 80.0 
15. Q15 4.325 1.605 80.0 
16. Q16 4.675 1.833 80.0 
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Procedures Followed for Data Collection 
The researcher informally approached the school 
principal of the only business school in the district about 
her interest in conducting the research study at that 
particular school. A formal request followed, with copies 
sent to the Superintendent of the School Department. The 
researcher was then requested to complete a form explaining 
the statement of the problem, purpose of the study, 
assumptions underlying the study, method of attack, data 
processing and analysis, time involved as well as a 
suggested means for implementing dissemination of informa¬ 
tion. After receiving the document, the School Department 
granted the requested permission to the researcher. 
Typewriting teachers in the school were approached 
inviting them to participate in the study. Four type¬ 
writing teachers voluntarily accepted to participate in the 
study. All of them were female since there are no male 
typewriting teachers in the school. A formal letter was 
sent to each one of them explaining their responsibilities 
as participants. 
One hundred sixty (160) letters were sent to students' 
parents requesting permission for their children to par¬ 
ticipate in the research study. Eighty (80) parents 
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signed affirmatively the permission slips and returned 
them to the researcher. 
(See Appendix A, pages 156 to 159 for copies of all 
these letters.) 
In order to measure teacher expectations for academic 
achievement in typewriting and how these differ among male 
and female students, participating teachers were provided 
with a list of their students also participating in the 
study. Teachers were requested to rank their students from 
top to bottom according to their possibilities of being 
successful in the typewriting class. They were also 
requested to re-do the rankings but this time students were 
grouped by gender. 
Students' perceptions of their teachers' expectations 
were measured by using an adaptation of the "Student 
Achievement Diagnostic Questionnaire (SADQ)". The 
questionnaire was administered to the students using 
different time periods. There was a whole group of Type¬ 
writing II, twenty (20) students, participating in the 
study. For this reason, it was felt that the best time to 
administer the questionnaire was during the regular class 
period. One of the school counselors was in charge of 
administering the questionnaire to this group. The re¬ 
maining students were from different groups, so the 
researcher administered the questionnaire to them at other 
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times especially during students’ study time. One 
typewriting teacher helped the researcher to administer 
the questionnaire. 
In order to determine actual student achievement in 
typewriting and to what extent do male and female high 
school students' perceptions of teacher expectations relate 
to this achievement, final grades were collected from 
teachers at the end of the marking period in typewriting. 
A determination was made of the student's achievement 
following an analysis of the numerical average provided 
by teachers. The numerical average was converted to a 
letter grade by using the following standard equivalence. 
100 - 90 = A 79 - 70 
89 - 80 = B 69 - 60 
59 - 0 = E 
C 
D 
Data on each student, then, was collected from three 
sources: teacher rankings, student questionnaires, and 
student academic achievement as determined by numerical 
average in typewriting. A total of eighty (80) cases were 
generated (i.e., the data on each student comprised a 
single case). The data on each student was coded, for¬ 
matted and then, directly entered into the computer. 
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Procedures Followed for Data Pror.Pssi nP 
Since the demographic information (Sex, Ethnic Group, 
Class Year, Program) was nominal data, the choices for 
statistical analysis were somewhat limited. Frequency 
distributions were generated for these categories. 
The first step was to generate frequencies for all 
variables. Statistics computed were: Mean, Mode, Median, 
Stand Dev, Variance, Range and Standard .Error. 
The second step was to determine correlations among 
variables. Pearson correlations were computed. 
The third step was to compare means among groups 
determined by race. This was achieved by using ANOVA. 
Also Schaffe's tests for simultaneous comparisons were 
carried out. 
T Tests to determine differences between the sexes 
were conducted. F tests were used to determine homogeneity 
of data. 
A Chi-square test was used to assess differences 
in expectancy rating between males and females. 
The final step completed was a Regression Analysis 
in order to determine whether predictions of students' 
100 
average could be made by knowing variables such as student 
rating, rank, attitude and future. 
CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 
This chapter presents the findings of the study and 
a discussion of such findings. It discusses the partici¬ 
pants' demography, the mean scores on the survey instrument, 
the teachers’ expectations of student achievement, and the 
data analysis. A summary of major findings completes this 
particular chapter. 
Demography of Participants 
To obtain a better understanding of the data it is 
necessary to look at a profile of the respondents. This 
part of the chapter presents a series of tables that give 
a picture of the type of population involved in this study. 
The collected data revealed that the majority of the 
respondents had these characteristics: They were female; 
they were Black or Hispanic; they were attending their junior 
year of high school; and they were enrolled in a business 
program at an advanced level of typewriting. 
The profile of the teachers rating the students' 
possibilities of being successful in typewriting also helps 
to understand the data. The four teachers involved were all 
female, three of the four were Black, the other was White. 
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All teachers have a Master’s degree or are seeking it; 
their age range is 24 - 38; all possess the teacher’s 
certificate required for the position; and all are tenured 
teachers. Three are from the Springfield area and one 
comes from Barbados in the Caribbean. There were no male 
teachers included in the study because there were not male 
typewriting teachers in the school where the study took 
place. 
Table VII, Gender of Respondents, illustrates that out 
of 80 students participating in the study, 47 or 58.7 per¬ 
cent were female, while 33 or 41.3 percent were male. More 
females participated in the study than males which is 
representative of the school population where out of 1,261 
students, 458 or 36.32 percent are male compared to 803 
or 63.68 percent which are female. 
Table VII 
Gender of Respondents 
Category Frequency Percent 
Female 47 58.7 
Male 33 41.3 
Total 80 100.0 
103 
With respect to ethnicity, Table VIII, Ethnic Group 
of Respondents, illustrates that out of 80 students par¬ 
ticipating in the study, 22 or 27.5 percent were White; 37 
or 46.2 percent were Black; and 21 or 26.2 percent were 
Hispanic. Note that the majority of students participating 
in this study were from two minority groups. Blacks and 
Hispanics represented 72.5 percent compared to 27.5 percent 
Whites. This is representative of the school population, 
where out of 1,261 students, 383 or 30.37 percent are White 
compared to 878 or 69.63 percent which are (Black or 
Hispanic) . 
Table VIII 
Ethnic Group of Respondents 
Category Frequency Percent 
Wh i t e 
V 
22 27.5 
Black 37 46.2 
Hispanic 21 26.2 
Total 80 100.00 
] 04 
Table IX, Grade of Respondents, illustrates that out 
of 80 students participating in the study, 5 or 6.25 
percent were in the tenth grade; 67 or 83.75 percent were 
in the eleventh grade; and eight or 10 percent were in the 
twelfth grade. Obviously this is not representative of 
the school grade distribution. Grade 11 was over¬ 
represented, while grade 10 and 12 were under¬ 
represented. This is better illustrated in Table X, on the 
next page. 
Table IX 
Grade of Respondents 
Category Frequency Percent 
Tenth 
Eleventh 
Twelfth 
5 6.3 
67 83.7 
8 10.0 
Total 80 100.00 
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Table X 
School Population 
Total Enrollment as of 10-1-84* 
Distribution by Grade 
Grade Boys Girls Total 
10 210 340 550 
11 159 268 427 
12 89 195 284 
Total 458 803 1261 
*As Provided by the School Principal 
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With respect to program affiliation of the students 
m the study> it is necessary to consider that this is the 
only business school in the district. Therefore, the 
majority of the students were enrolled in the Business 
Program. Out of 80 students participating in the study, 
28 or 35.0 percent were enrolled in the College Prep Program; 
3 or 3.75 percent were enrolled in the Career Program; and 
49 or 61.25 percent were enrolled in the Business Program. 
Table XI illustrates this distribution. 
Table XI 
Program of Respondents 
Category Frequency Percent 
College Prep 
Program 28 35.0 
Career Program 3 3.7 
Business Program 49 61.2 
Total 80 100.0 
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Table XII, Typing Level of Respondents, illustrates 
that the majority of the students participating in the 
study were enrolled in Typewriting-Level II. Out of 80 
students, 17 or 21.25 percent were enrolled in Typewriting- 
Level I, while 63 or 78.75 percent were enrolled in Type- 
wnting-Level II. This is not representative of the school 
enrollment. There was an over-representation of Level II 
and an under-representation of Level I. 
Table XII 
Typing Level of Respondents 
Category Frequency Percent 
Level I 17 21.2 
Level II 63 78.7 
Total 80 100.0 
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Survey Instrument Breakdown by Mean 
The survey instrument was divided into four major 
parts for purposes of preliminary analysis. Part one dealt 
with students’ perceptions of the expectations and values of 
their Typewriting teacher; part two dealt with students’ 
attitudes toward their Typewriting teacher; part three 
dealt with students' self-concepts of ability in Type¬ 
writing, and part four dealt with students' perceptions of 
the future utility of Typewriting. Tables XIII to XVI 
illustrate the results in terms of mean scores. 
/ 
J 
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Table XIII 
Measures of Student Perceptions of th» 
Expectations and Values of 
Their Typewriting 
Teacher — 
I tern # Questions Mean 
Q 1 How much does your Typewriting teacher 
want you to learn? 
Q 3 How much does your Typewriting teacher 
want you to type? 
Q 5 How important does your Typewriting 
teacher think Typewriting is? 
Q 7 How much does your Typewriting teacher 
want you to do your best? 
5.78 
5.84 
6.20 
6.20 
The mean scores in the four questions measuring student 
perceptions of the expectations and values of their type¬ 
writing teacher were between 5.84 and 6.2 in a possible 
range of up to 7. This suggests that the students tended 
to rate their Typewriting teacher as having high expectations 
for their performance or academic achievement in Typewriting. 
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Table XIV 
Measures of Student Attitudes Toward 
1heirTypewriting Teacher-~ 
Itern # Questions Mean 
Q 2 How much do 
Typewriting 
do? 
you want to do what your 
teacher likes you to 
5.50 
Q 4 How much do 
Typewriting 
you like to please your 
teacher? 
5.80 
0 6 How much does your Typewriting 
teacher please you? 5.13 
Q 10 How much do 
Typewriting 
you like the way your 
teacher works with 
4.89 
you? 
The mean scores in the four questions measuring student 
attitudes toward their typewriting teacher were between 
4.89 and 5.80 in a possible range of 1 to 7. This 
suggests that the students tended to rate themselves as 
having a positive attitude toward their Typewriting teacher. 
Table XV 
Measures of Students Self-Concepts of 
Ability in Typewriting 
Item # Question Mean 
Q 8 How good are you at getting high 3.55 
scores in Typewriting? 
Q 9 How good a student are you in 4.61 
Typewriting? 
Q II What is your true ability in 4.43 
Typewriting? 
Q 12 How good are you at learning how 5.46 
to type? 
The mean scores in the four questions measuring 
student self-concepts of ability in Typewriting were 
between 3.55 and 5.46 in a possible range of 1 to 7. This 
suggests that students rated themselves as having low 
self-concepts of ability in Typewriting. 
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Table XVI 
Measures of Student Perceptions of the 
"Future Utility of Typewriting 
Item # Questions Mean 
Q 13 How much will Typewriting 
in your future work? 
help you 5.31 
Q 14 How much will Typewriting 
to be successful? 
help you 5.04 
Q 15 How much will Typewriting 
to live a better life? 
help you 4.33 
Q 16 How much will Typewriting 
to do what you want to do 
help you 
in life? 
4.68 
The mean scores in the four questions measuring 
student perceptions of the future utility of Typewriting 
were between 4.33 and 5.31 with a possible range of 1 to 
7. This suggests that students perceived typewriting as 
being useful in their future. 
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Z<l..a.chers * Expectations of Student Achievement 
in Typewriting 
Almost 2/3 (63.8 percent) of the students were 
rated with average or poor possibilities of being success 
ful in the Typewriting class. This is illustrated on 
Table XVII. 
Table XVII 
Teachers' Expectations of Student Achievement 
in Typewriting 
Category Frequency Percent 
None 4 5.00 
Poor 15 18.80 
Average 32 40.00 
Good 21 26.20 
Excellent 8 10.00 
Total 80 100.00 
Student Academic Achievement 
in Typewritin g 
The mean score in student academic achievement in 
Typewriting was 66.92 in a possibility of up to 100. This 
suggests that the majority of the students tended to achieve 
poorly in the class. In fact, the overwhelming majority of 
the students had an average or less than average achievement 
in Typewriting. Table XVIII illustrates this. 
Table XVIII 
Student Academic Achievement 
in Typewriting 
Category Frequency Percent 
100 - - 90 (A) 3 3. .75 
89 - - 80 (B) 11 13. , 75 
79 - - 70 (C) 24 30. , 00 
69 - - 60 (D) 27 33. . 75 
59 - - 25 (E) 15 18 . 75 
Total SO 100.00 
An additional analysis of the data showed that this 
was the case for both males and females, as can be seen on 
Tables XIX and XX. 
Table XIX 
Male Typewriting Academic Achievement 
] 15 
Academic Achievement Frequency Percent 
100 - 90 (A) 1 3.03 
89 - 80 (B) 5 15.15 
79 - 70 (C) 11 33.34 
69 - 60 (D) 10 30.30 
59-0 (E) 6 18.18 
Table XX 
Female Typewriting Academic Achievement 
Academic Achievement Frequency Percent 
100 - 90 (A) 2 4.25 
89 - 80 (B) 6 12.76 
79 - 70 (C) 14 29.80 
69 - 60 .(D) 16 34.04 
59 - 0 (E) 9 19.15 
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Data Analysis 
This section will discuss all the results of the 
various statistical analyses performed, other than 
frequencies and percentages. These will be discussed in 
the following sequence: Pearson Correlations, Analysis of 
Variance, T Tests, Multiple Regression, and Chi Square. 
Pearson Correlations 
A correlational examination of all variables was 
conducted. The initial analysis of the data indicated that 
there were no significant correlations for the variables 
Gender, Program, or Level. The results on all other 
variables were not affected by whether the respondents were 
male or female, whether they were taking typing as part of 
the Career Program, College Prep Program or Business 
Program or whether they were enrolled in the Advanced or 
Elementary level. Table XXI, page 117 illustrates these 
findings. 
A second correlational analysis performed by crossing 
all the survey items with each other revealed some 
significant relationships. Five (5) significant 
correlation relationships occurred among Achievement, 
Ranking by Gender, Overall Ranking, Attitude, and Rating. 
There was a strong correlation between Ranking by Gender 
and Overall Ranking. This finding demonstrates consistency 
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on the way teachers ranked their students, first as a 
group then, by gender. Ranking by Gender also correlated 
highly with Achievement and Attitude. These particular 
relationships lack any significant implication. By the 
high correlation of Future and Attitude, it can be concluded 
that in this particular study Future could be interpreted 
as a subset of Attitude. Overall Rank correlated highly 
with Average. It was very obvious that the higher the 
ranking, the higher the Average. Table XXII illustrates 
these findings. 
Table XXII 
Intercorrelation of Typing Study Variables 
(n=80) 
Variable At t Fut Aver R Gen 
At t - 
Fut .50* - 
Aver .27 .12 - 
R Gen -.33* -.22 -.32* - 
Over Rank -.21 
-.11 -.41* .75* 
Rank 
*Significantly less than .05. 
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ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
The ANOVA procedure was used to test for differences 
among Whites, Blacks and Hispanics with respect to the 
variables Attitude, Student Rating, Average, and each of 
the sixteen questions in the survey instrument. No 
significant differences were found with respect to Attitude, 
Student Rating and most of the questions, with the following 
except ions. 
(1) Hispanics differ from Whites in the way they 
relate to the teacher. Hispanics are willing to 
please their teacher (Q 4). They also think that 
the teachers consider their discipline to be 
very important (05). Tables XXIII and XXIV 
illustrate these points very clearly. 
(2) Hispanics were found to be significantly 
different from Whites in their appreciation of 
how typewriting is linked to their success in the 
future (Q 14). Blacks and Hispanics were found 
significantly different from Whites with respect 
to the importance that typewriting will have in 
their future lives (Q 16). Tables XXV and XXVI 
illustrate these findings. This difference may 
arise because it is possible that Blacks and 
Hispanics take a typewriting class planning to 
120 
use this particular skill to look for jobs 
that make predominant use of it, such as 
secretarial, computers, etcetera. 
The previous findings also agree with the results 
given by the only objective measure in the data set. The 
groups were found to be significantly different ( «C.oi) 
with respect to the variable average. Hispanics tend to 
have higher grades than blacks or whites. 
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ANOVA 
Table XXIII 
Q # 4 
Source Sum Squares D F 
Variance Est 
(Mean SO) F Ratio F Prob 
Between - 
Group 13.674 2 6.837 3.896 .0244 
Within - 
Group 135.126 77 1.755 
Total 148.800 79 
ANOVA 
Table XXIV 
O fi 5 
Source Sum Squares 
Variance Est 
D F (Mean SQ) F Ratio F Prob 
Between - 
Group 6.241 2 3.121 2.596 .0811 
Within - 
Group 92.559 77 1.202 
Total 98.800 79 
Unequal Variances F - F shows significance 
122 
ANOVA 
Table XXV 
Q # 14 
Source Sum Squares D F 
Variance Est 
(Mean Sq) F Ratio F Prob 
Between - 
Group 23.106 2 11.553 4.281 
.0173 
Within - 
Group 207.782 77 2.698 
Total 230.887 79 
ANOVA 
Table XXVI 
Q # 16 
Source Sum Squares D F 
Variance Est 
(Mean Sq) F Ratio F Prob 
Between - 
Group 21.796 2 10.898 3.443 .0370 
Within - 
Group 234.754 77 3.166 
Total 265.550 79 
Significant differences among groups. Scheffe’s does 
not identify the groups that are different. 
Normally assumption may be violated. 
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T Tests 
T tests were used to assess gender differences. No 
significant differences were found between males and females 
for the variables Average, Future, and Attitude. The 
analysis of the individual questions, however, shows that 
females consider typewriting skills as more important for 
their future and their lives than males do (Q 13, Q 16). 
Tables XXVII and XXVIII illustrate these points. 
Table XXVII 
Mean Values for 47 Females and 33 Males 
Variable Female Male T Value* 
Attitude 63.15 64.24 
-0.49 
Average 66.38 67.67 
-0.47 
Future 20.30 17.97 1.78 
*The t-value is negative when the mean 
for Male is larger than the mean for Female. 
None of the differences between Male and 
Female were large enough so as not to have 
occurred by chance alone. (The t-value 
would have to be larger than +2.00.) 
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Table XXVIII 
Mean Values for 47 Females and 33 Males 
Variable Female Male T Value 
Q1 5.87 5.64 
.81 
Q2 5.60 5.36 
. 66 
Q3 5.70 6.03 
-1.34 
Q4 5.87 5.70 
.56 
Q5 6.21 6.18 
. 12 
Q6 5.26 4.97 
.82 
Q7 6.00 6.48 0Q
 
00
 
t—1
 
1
 
Q8 3.40 3.76 
- .99 
Q9 4.55 4.70 
- .37 
Q10 4.87 4.91 
- .09 
Qll 4.32 4.58 
- .79 
Q12 5.21 5.82 
-1.82 
Q13 5.66 4.82 2.10* 
Q14 5.21 4.79 1.10 
Q15 4.45 4.15 
.81 
Q16 5.02 4.18 2.06* 
*The t-value is negative when the mean for Male is larger 
than the mean for Female. None of the differences between 
Male and Female were large enough so as not to have occurred 
by chance alone. (The t-value would have to be larger than 
+2.00). 
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Multiple Regression 
A multiple regression approach was used in an effort 
to predict the average from the variables Student Rating, 
Rank, Attitude, and Future. From the correlation matrix 
presented on page ns, it is seen that the strongest 
correlations are those between Rank and Rate, Future and 
Attitude, and Average and Rate. 
The multiple regression procedure was carried out as a 
stepwise regression where at each step a new variable was 
entered in the regression equation. The first variable to 
enter the regression was Rate, followed by Rank and Attitude. 
Future was not found to significantly contribute to the 
equation. It was thereafter considered as a subset of the 
variable Attitude. 
The T Tests found each of the variables entered in the 
equation to significantly contribute to the Average, even 
though in this case, the total variability explained by the 
model amounts to only 27.13% of the total variability 
observed. Table XXIX, page 125 illustrates this finding. 
This is possible since the variables Rate and Rank, ordinal 
in nature, are not suitable for this kind of analysis, 
possibly implying violations of the model assumptions. 
Possibly a better approach would be to use an analysis of 
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covariance using Attitude, Future, and maybe Rank as co¬ 
variates and Rate as the grouping variable. 
Clearly the variables Rate and Rank are highly 
correlated with Average. These three variables come from 
the same source—teachers. Still it seems that students’ 
attitude and future expectations do not influence their 
grades significantly. Other factors such as natural talent, 
perseverance, hours of practice, etcetera, may influence 
the final grade more than the variables considered so far. 
An additional analysis confirms this point. A Chi- 
square test was used to assess differences in expectancy 
rating between males and females. No significant 
differences were found. Therefore, it seems that teachers 
do not have biases against or in favor of a particular 
gender. Table XXX illustrates the point. 
Table XXX 
Chi-Square Test 
Contingency Table for Gender and 
Teacher Expectation* 
Expectancy Rating 
Low 
0 1 
Medium 
2 3 
High 
4 Total 
Female 4 7 17 14 5 47 
Male 0 8 15 7 3 33 
*X2 = 4.72: The two variables are unrelated; there are no 
differences in the ratings given to males compared to females 
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Summary of Major Findings 
1. The majority of the students in the study were female. 
2. The majority of the students in the study belong to a 
minority group. 
3. The majority of the students in the study were enrolled 
in the eleventh grade. 
4. The majority of the students in the study were enrolled 
in the Business Program. 
5. The majority of the students in the study were enrolled 
in Advanced Typewriting. 
6. The overwhelming majority of the students were rated 
with average or poor possibilities of being successful 
in the typewriting class. 
7. The majority of the students in the study achieved 
poorly in the typewriting class. 
8. The results on most of the variables were not effected 
by whether the respondents were male or female, whether 
they were taking typing as part of the Career Program, 
College Preparatory Program or whether they were en¬ 
rolled in the Advanced or Elementary level. 
Five significant correlation relationships occurred 
among Achievement, Ranking by Gender, Overall Ranking, 
Attitude, and Rating. 
9. 
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10. No significant differences between teachers' expectancy 
ratings of male and female were found. It seems that 
teachers do not have biases against or in favor of a 
particular gender. 
11. No significant differences among Whites, Blacks and 
Hispanics were found with respect to Attitude, Rating 
and most of the questions. Hispanics differed from 
Whites in the way they relate to the teacher. They 
also think that the teachers consider their discipline 
to be very important. 
12. Hispanics were found to be significantly different from 
Whites in their appreciation of how typewriting is 
linked to their success in the future. 
13. Blacks and Hispanics were found to be significantly 
different from Whites with respect to the importance 
that typewriting will have in their future lives. 
14. The groups were found to be significantly different 
with respect to the variable Average. Hispanics 
tended to have higher grades than Blacks or Whites. 
15. No significant differences were found between males and 
females for the variables Average, Future, and 
Attitude. 
16. Females consider typewriting skills as more important 
for their future and their lives than males do. 
17. 
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Students' attitude and future expectations did not 
influence their grades significantly. 
CHAPTER V 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Having described in detail the major findings in the 
study, the present chapter attempts to: 
1. Derive the most important conclusions about the 
research questions guiding the study. 
2. Offer recommendations which are necessary for the 
continued improvement of Typewriting as a subject 
matter. 
3. Make recommendations for future research efforts. 
Conclusions 
In this section an attempt will be made to answer the 
main research questions: 
Question #1: 
How do differences in teacher expectations for academic 
achievement in typewriting differ toward male and female 
high school students? 
It was very evident from all the data analyses that 
there are no significant differences of teacher expectations 
based on the gender of the students. Males were expected to 
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perform as well as females. This finding is similar to 
those presented by Dusek and Joseph's (1983) meta-analysis, 
where student gender was not related to teacher expectancies. 
Apparently, differential behaviors to male and female stu¬ 
dents in the classroom do not reflect to a significant 
degree differential expectancies for student achievement. 
Question #2: 
What are the perceptions of male and female high school 
students toward their teachers' expectations for academic 
achievement in typewriting? 
The perceptions of male students toward their teachers' 
expectations for academic achievement in typewriting was not 
significantly different from that of their female counter¬ 
parts. It is essential to reiterate here that students in 
vA 4* ) $ general perceived their teachers as having high expectations 
for their performance in typewriting. This was measured by ■, l 
items, 1, 3, 5,- and 7 in the survey instrument. This finding 
found to perceive differences in the ways teachers work with 
them regardless of student's gender. The finding also 
supports Brophy's (1983) position that "teachers' predictions 
about student achievement are usually quite accurate, some¬ 
times even more accurate than predictions based on test 
data. 1 
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Quest ion #3: 
To what extent do male and female high school students' 
perceptions of teacher expectations relate to achievement as 
determined by numerical average in typewriting? 
Students’ perceptions of teachers' perceptions were 
not accurate. Most of the students perceived their teachers 
as having higher expectations for their achievement than 
what the real teachers' expectations proved to be. Per¬ 
ceiving these high expectations from teachers did not have a 
direct impact on their achievement since the overwhelming 
majority of the students had an average of less than average 
achievement. This finding supports Conn's (1968) finding 
that "positive expectations do not necessarily lead to 
positive result for all pupils.This was also pointed out 
by Babad, Inbar, and Rosenthal (1982) "Positive expectations 
O 
do not always lead to positive outcomes."0 
Teachers' expectations of students' achievements in 
Typewriting were indeed related to actual student achieve¬ 
ment as determined by numerical average. These expectations 
do not vary according to gender, though. It became very 
evident that those students who received higher rankings 
and/or ratings indeed achieved more than those receiving 
lower rankings and/or ratings. Again, gender was not an 
obvious contributor. This in fact was the major finding of 
the study. 
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To try to explain this finding constitutes a real 
challenge. Nevertheless we will attempt to seek explana¬ 
tions that ultimately might be in opposition to each other. 
For instance, this could be interpreted as supporting 
Pygmalion's proposition that "favorable teacher expectations 
could lead to an increase in the intellectual competence of 
4 
children". It also supports the idea of the self-fulfilling 
prophecy. 
Along the same line of thought Doyle, Hancock, and 
Kifer in Brophy and Good (1972) found that teachers produced 
higher achievement on those students for whom they had 
higher expectations than they did in those students for 
whom they had lower expectations. 
In terms of teachers' influence over students' lives, 
Brown, Weinstein, and Middlestadt (1969) found that students 
acquire information from their teachers about their abilities, 
internalize as their own the expectations communicated to 
them, and perform according to their role as a high or low 
achiever. 
Applegate (1981) found that, "... teacher behavior 
as perceived by students shapes students' attitudes toward 
school life."5 Braun (1976) found that, "... teacher cues 
about expected performance shape a child's self-view, and 
especially the expectations that s/he holds about his/her 
6 
capacity for academic achievement." 
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It is the researcher's position that students and 
teachers affect each others' behavior in a cyclical fashion. 
A student's behavior will affect the teacher's behavior who 
in turn will affect the student’s behavior. What happens 
first is beyond our predictive power. This position agrees 
with Brophy’s (1977) conclusion that, ”. . . It is clear 
that students influence teachers just as teachers influence 
students, and that the degrees and kinds of such influence 
vary with individual differences in students and especially 
7 
m teachers." After all considerations, we have no choice 
but to conclude that our study, like others, has raised 
more questions than it has been able to answer. 
Recommendations for Improving Typewriting 
as a Subject Matter 
It is important for teachers to become aware of 
students' perceptions and attitudes in order to provide 
meaningful learning environments and opportunities for the 
skills development of an individual student. If students 
come equipped with the prerequisite intellectual and mani¬ 
pulative capabilities necessary to undertake the learning 
of typewriting, the following recommendations will help 
with the teaching of typewriting as a subject matter: 
136 
1. Typewriting instructors should start their type¬ 
writing classes with a positive attitude by 
expecting all the students to be successful. 
2. Teachers should hold appropriate expectations that 
help to develop the right attitude in students. 
3. Teachers should motivate students to their fullest 
potential. This can be achieved through attitude 
change. 
4. Teachers should set high standards for their 
students because it is through them that his/her 
expectations are communicated to students in type¬ 
writing. 
5. If the behavior of the typewriting teacher, like 
other subject teacher, has either a positive or 
negative effect upon the learning of the students, 
it will be necessary for teachers to display be¬ 
haviors reinforcing positive learning environments 
that will enhance the probabilities of positive 
effects on students' achievement. 
6. Teachers’ positive approach to learning always pro¬ 
vides an opportunity to trigger intrinsic motivation 
in students and helps to build self-confidence in 
their ability to learn how to typewrite. 
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7. Expectations in typewriting, as well as in other 
subject matters, may be based on reasonable and 
appropriate information that may lead to teacher 
behaviors that will benefit the students. 
Most of these recommendations carry with them implica¬ 
tions for decision making and planning at various levels. 
Training and allocation of resources will be essential to 
the successful implementation of these recommendations. 
Recommendations for Future Research 
1. Expand the survey instrument inquiring about other 
aspects of the teaching of typewriting. An 
example would be an exploration of how students 
would describe those things that their teachers do 
that increase their motivation to try to do well 
and those things that their teachers do that de¬ 
crease their motivation to try to do well. 
2. Administer instruments at the very beginning of the 
semester when teachers have not interacted with 
students, to avoid biases due to such interactions. 
3. A post administration of the survey instrument in 
order to measure differences due to positive inter¬ 
actions between teachers and students is highly 
advisable. 
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4. Use random sampling procedures to add power to 
the various statistical test and models. 
5. Investigate whether there are causal relationships 
among variables that correlated highly. 
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Dear 
followingparticipant in this study, you will do the 
- to provide this researcher with a list of your 
students in _ of your class (es). 
- to rank a given list of your students according 
to their possibility of success in typewriting. 
I realize that your time is very valuable, but this 
should not require more than thirty minutes of your time. 
If you have any question or concern regarding the research 
procedures to be used in this study, please feel free to 
ask me. 
I really appreciate your cooperation. Thank you. 
Sincerely, 
Carmen Felix - Room 
Dear Parenta: 158 
. , , I am a doctoral candidate at 
at thP c u f iyt 1 ^ irking 
at the High School of Commerce. The 
determine whether or not there ia a 
female high school student perceptio 
and student academic achievement*^ 
has been fully planned according to 
dSch°o1 standards and hfs re 
doctoral committee. 
University of Massachusetts 
y dissertation research 
purpose of my study is to 
relationship between male and 
£3 of tffcher expectations 
thS Thls Project 
of Massachusetts 
ceived full endorsement of the 
expectatioSs'!estJdeStse™liebeta8kedetrfll?tl0?S °f teacher during school hours. In order tn pnqnr. °Y* a Questionnaire 
of the participants, the iSoLatioS *£* ri§ht3 ^ welfare 
numbers instead of names w111 he coded by using 
participant will be known only bTthl a3sigr“J to a Particular 
of the study, data will be destroyed This^n?* U£°n COffiPletion 
participants from any possible identific^on! Pr<’teCt the 
the principal ofe?he^chool^nd^he flndin&3 wil1 he provided to 
School Department. eThe results reseafcJ director at the 
field of knowledge of the problem advanced the 
that will allow for better handling of the^arge^pSpul^Ln?^ 
particles i°T ??ur to 
address. YoSr 
Carmen Felix 
52 - 2C Pearl St. 
Springfield, MA 01105 
Dear Miss Felix: 
I have given permission to my daughter/son 
—— - . -- to participate in your dissertation 
research. 
Date Signature 
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Mr. Gene Basil!, Principal 
High School of Commerce 
415 State St. 
Springfield, MA 01105 
Dear Mr. Basil!: 
I am working on my dissertation proposal. The studv wl? 
consider the relationship among studen? perceptions^? 
teacher expectations and student academic achievement in 
typewriting at the high school level. ac^evement in 
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SctooPof Commerce.°btaln ^ neceasary data a* the High 
If you have any question or concern regarding the 
free^o^sk0^^111,68 t0 be U8ed ln this research» please feel 
you. 
I will appreciate your attention to this matter. Thank 
Very truly yours, 
Carmen Felix 
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15*° 15.0 45.0 
6 . 17 
“1•2 21.2 63.2 
7. 27 
33-7 33.7 100.0 
TOTAL 80 100.0 100.0 
5.462 
7. COO 
. 196 
1 . 000 
27.160 
3TD ERR 
oTD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
maximum 
• 95 C. I. 
.166 
1 . 434 
-.772 
7.000 
5.132 
MEDIAN 3.725 
VARIANCE 2 - 2 CI 
RANGE 6.000 
3LJM 437.000 
CC 5.793 
30 MISSING CAS E3 0 
169 
G12 
CATEGORY LABEL 
SMALL 
LARGE 
mean 
MODE 
K J X T 0 3 13 
MIN IMUN 
C.V. PCT 
5.313 
7.000 
- .203 
I .000 
33.06-5 
VALID CASES go 
Q 1 4 
CODE 
1 . 
n 
3. 
4 . 
u • 
6. 
n 
TOTAL 
absolute 
FREQ 
4 
4 
3 
14 
15 
7 
33 
30 
STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAX IMUM 
•95 C.I. 
MISSING CASES 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
5.0 
5.0 
3.7 
17.5 
13.3 
3.3 
100.0 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
5.0 
5.0 
13.3 
3.3 
41.3 
100.0 
.202 
1.304 
- .323 
7.000 
4.011 
MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
3 U M 
TO 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
5.0 
10.0 
13.7 
21. i 
50.0 
53.7 
100.0 
5.500 
3.256 
6.000 
425.000 
CATEGORY LABEL 
SMALL 
LARGE 
CODE 
1 . 
3. 
4 . 
TOTAL 
ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 
3 
3 
7 
3 
14 
23 
30 
RELATIVE ADJUSTED 
FECI 
(PCT) 
3.7 
3.3 
*■> *7 c- 
10.0 
17.5 
23.3 
100.0 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
3.7 
3.3 
10.0 
' n c~ 
± / • u 
23.8 
1 00.0 
CUM 
FREQ 
3.7 
er 
16.2 
43.3 
53.7 
71.2 
:co.o 
MEAN 5.037 
MODE 7'. 0 00 
KURT22 IS 
-.636 
MINIMUM 1.000 
C.V. PCT 22.937 
VALID C A 3 E 3 o
 
CO
 
STD ERR .191 
STD DEV 1.710 
SKEWNESS -.465 
MAXIMUM 7.000 
• 95 C. 1. 4.657 
MISSING CA3E3 0 
MED IAN 
VAR IA N C E 
RANGE 
SUM 
TO 
2.323 
6.000 
403.000 
5.413 
170 
C} 1' 
CATEGORY LABEL 
SMALL 
CODE 
1 . 
ABSOLUTS 
FREQ 
RELAT IVE 
EREG 
(PCT) 
ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT 
3 3.7 3.7 3.7 
2. 7 3.3 3.8 12.5 
3 . 13 16.2 16.2 28.3 
4 . 25 31.3 31.3 60.0 
5 • 13 16.2 16.2 76.3 
6. 3 10.0 10.0 23.2 
tnj'.GL 7. 11 13.7 13.7 . 100.0 
TOTAL 30 100.0 100.0 
M2 A N 4.325 
M0!:,£ 4.000 
KURTCSIS -.565 
MINIMUM 1.000 
C.V. /ux 37.114 
STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAX IMUM 
.95 C. I. 
. 179 
1.605 
.072 
7.000 
3.963 
median 
V A ft IA N C E 
RANGE 
SUM 3 
TO 
4 . 180 
2.577 
6.000 
46.COO 
4.632 
VALID CASES 80 MISSING CASES 0 
016 
CATEGORY LABEL CODE 
RELATIVE 
ABSOLUTE FREQ 
FREQ (PCT) 
ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
( PCT) 
CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
o n n u u 1 . 3 S. 7 w.7 3.7 
*■> 7 O.S 3.3 12.5 
3 . 16 20.0 20.0 22 . u 
4 . 11 12.7 13.7 46.2 
c- 
N-* • 12 15.0 15.0 61.2 
6 . 12 i jiO 15.0 7 3.3 
LARGE 7. 19 "> o o 23.3 100.0 
TOTAL 30 1 DC . 0 100.0 
MEAN 4.675 
MOCE 7.000 
KURTCS IS -1.152 
MINIMUM 1.000 
C.V. PCT 30.217 
STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAX IMUM 
.95 C. I. 
.205 
1.333 
-. 199 
7.000 
4.267 
MED IAN 
VAR IANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 3: 
TO 
4.750 
c* • 3 0 1 
6.000 
’4.000 
5.0 32 
V A L I !• CASES 30 MISSING C A 5 E 3 0 
APPENDIX B 
RELIABILITY ANALYSIS FOR SCALE (APLHA) 
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- NONAME <CREATED 35/03/23> 
a E L I A 
1 • Ct i 
2. 02 
3. 03 
4 . 04 
5 . 0 5 
3. 06 
7 . 07 
3. 03 
3. 03 
1C. 0.10 
L 1 T Y ANALYSIS r o r ALf'HA 
a 3. 0.3 
‘i. 0 .1 4 
13. 015 
. 3. 016 
1 1 . 
13. 
14. 
15. 
MEANS STD DEV CASES 
01 5.775 1.273 30.0 
02 5.500 1.543 30.0 Ct 3 5.337 1.034 30.0 G4 5.300 1.372 30.0 Q 5 6.200 1.113 30.0 3 G 5.137 1.524 80.0 Q7 6.200 1.134 80.0 
G 3 3.550 1.574 80.0 G9 4.612 1.680 30.0 Q10 4.337 1.793 30.0 
Gil 4.425 1 . 421 80.0 Q 1 2 5.462 1 . 434 80.0 
G 1 3 5.313 1.304 80.0 
014 5.037 1.710 80.0 Q1 5 4.325 1.605 30.0 
GIG 4.675 1.333 30.0 
CGV r« R IA N C E M h 7 R IX 
Q1 02 03 04 G5 2 6 
vt . 1 • O ~ ‘j 
•2 2 
.273 2.200 
vt J 
.123 .032 1.176 
-t ~l 
.361 . 4 23 1.334 
vt 2 
.305 . 230 .197 .213 1.251 
2 o 1 . 006 .715 
-.015 .724 .681 2.323 
»< 
. 337 .506 . 286 .572 • 5 G 7 .542 
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i “ NONAME (CREATED 
C I A B I L I T Y 
35/03/23) 
N A L Y S I S ?0R SCALE ( 
COVARIANCE MATRIX 
Ct 3 
3 9 
.619 
.253 
- . 033 
.210 
-.112 
- . 342 
. 099 
.225 
. 256 
.115 
• 4 3 0 
.332 
CIO 
. 797 
.723 
-.031 
.673 
.770 1.446 
C511 
. 46-? 
.165 
. 007 
.314 
.294 
.599 
Q 12 
.435 
. 120 
. 152 
. 144 *7 3 
.455 
>.< x 3 
.691 1.247 
.203 
.570 
. 456 
.729 
G14 
.553 1.310 
.145 
.313 
.410 
.944 
ct x u • 331 
. 937 
.572 
. 762 
.415 
. 423 
GIG 
. 306 1.076 
.301 
. 554 
.433 
.4 33 
cova:< iance MATRIX 
07 03 09 010 Oil 012 
wt / 1.403 
G3 
. 433 2 . 4 73 
39 
.294 1 . 279 2.323 
Ct * ^ 
. 323 1.075 1.14 6 3.215 
G 11 
.256 1.371 1.243 . 9 ° ° 2.020 
G 1 2 
. 439 1.150 1 . 156 . 8S3 1.155 2.201 
G1 3 
. 203 • O S 1 
. 680 .757 1.005 .930 
G1 • 1 
. 296 .712 . 350 
.713 .357 
.73 0 
it« j 
.162 .199 .432 .619 .607 
.696 
G 1 3 
.23'' 
. 467 
. 533 .750 . 747 
ALPHA 
COVARIANCE MATRIX 
013 015 Q16 
174 
•FIL3 - NONAME (C R E A T 21: - 35/03/2 3) 
.* c i. I A Ii I L I * ■ A MALY SIS F OR 3 
w 3 V A R IA NC E MATRIX 
QIC 314 015 016 
313 3.256 
31-1 2.583 2.023 
3 ’ S 1.200 1.510 2.577 
313 1.076 1.040 1 . 537 3.361 
CORRELATION MATRIX 
G1 G2 03 04 05 
3 * 1.00000 
33 .14135 1.00000 
33 .09242 
.01302 1.00000 
3^ .13408 
.40656 
.23410 1.00000 
3-1 . 56566 
. 220 12 
.16234 
.14136 1.00000 
33 .51360 
.30420 
-.00020 
.34617 
. 30053 
37 .22340 
.27715 .22277 
.35202 
. 4231 3 
33 .20805 
-.01564 
-.06562 
.04570 
.14523 
33 .11355 
.11066 
-.13737 
.00772 
.06103 
310 .34023 
.26214 
-.01603 
.27366 
.33331 
- A -*-3651 
.07306 
.00431 
.16005 
. 13473 
3-C .25604 
.05254 
.00452 .07037 
.15470 
3’3 .30112 
.44705 
.10302 
.23003 .22534 
3I4 .25410 
.40673 
.07344 
.34852 
.21452 
35 .30330 
.37323 
.32300 
.34501 
.22120 
3'-3 .12102 
.23042 
.15123 
. 22034 .21114 
CORRELATION MATRIX 
3 7 38 GO Cl 1 0 011 
3 5/ 03/23. 17 
SCALE ( ALPHA 
06 
.30017 
.20022 
. 1 2 3 3 4 
.32017 
.27650 
.20105 
.23403 
.33233 
.1"205 
. : 747c; 
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, ,rj^ ■ NONAME (CREATED - 
"2LIA3ILITY a 
CORRELATION MATRIX 
07 00 
-\ 
wt / 1.00000 
03 
.23213 1.00000 
03 
.14760 
.43360 
X <J 
.33224 
. 38033 
C? 11 
• 1513 3 
.61274 
n , 
Ul.i 
.2/303 
.43670 
QI 3 
.03473 
.23363 
014 
.14630 
.26503 
015 
.08523 
.07864 
516 
. 17606 • x o I 1 2 
CORRELATION MATRIX 
013 014 
013 1.00000 
Ll * *1 
.33741 1.00000 
£ i S 
.44525 
.55365 
315 
.53741 
.62184 
35/03/231 
ALT 3 13 F OR SC ALE 
03 010 Oil 012 
1.00000 
.33033 1.00000 
.52043 
.36176 1 . oooco 
.46335 
. 33386 
.54733 1.00000 
.22413 
.23402 
.33134 
.34726 
.23600 
.23264 
.35286 
.30743 
. 17372 
.21517 
.26603 
.23221 
.15174 
.17741 
.23174 
.27468 
015 □ 1 6 
.00000 
.52233 1.00000 
35/'03/23. 
alpha 
C
T 
d
*
 
C
i 
t
J
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'FILE - NONAME 
* E L I A B I 
N OF CASES — 
STATISTICS FO: 
SCALE 
C CREATED 35/03/23) 
* — M ■ iCTAL 
SCAT 1ST ICS 
31 
33 
n 
316 
L I T Y 
30.0 
A N A L Y 
MEAN 
82.737 
)NS MEAN 
5.171 
f IA N C E S MEAN 
2.305 
! A R IA N C E 3 MEAN 
.617 
relat ions MEAN 
. 262 
o C A L E SCALE 
MEAN VARIANCE 
IF ITEM IF ITEM 
DELETED DELETED 
76.962 167.935 
77.237 165.272 
76.900 179.333 
76.337 163.464 
7 6.537 171.113 
77.600 163.434 
76.537 1/1.133 
79.137 164.610 
73.125 165.093 
77.350 157.351 
73.312 162.350 
77 . '"’75 163.442 
77.425 153.311 
77.700 152.099 
73.412 160.625 
73.062 1 U 7.3 7 6 
184.905 
MIN 
3.5 
M IN 
M IN 
-.3 
MIN 
_ r> 
MAX 
6.2 
MAX 
3.4 
MAX 
2.6 
MAX 
.3 
CORRECTED 
ITEM- 
TOTAL 
CORRELATION 
. 465 
.435 
.134 
. 403 
.423 
. 490 
.397 
.441 
.393 
. 529 
.552 
.503 
.634 
. 633 
. 533 
ic- 
R S “ALE ( ALPHA 
TD DEV VAR IAPL E S 
13.6 16 
RANGE M IN/MAX VAR IANCZ 
2.6 1.7 
.540 
RANGE MIN/MAX VAR IANCE 
^ 2.9 
.503 
RANGE M IN/MAX VAR IANCE 
2.9 
-7.5 
.203 
RANGE M IN/MAX VAR IANCE 
1 . 0 ”4.5 
.026 
3 G U A R E D ALPHA 
MUL TIPLE IF ITEM 
C 0 R R E L A T 10 N DELETED 
.545 
.3 46 
. 442 
.343 
. 221 
.359 
. 293 
.349 
. 477 
.343 
.547 
.845 
.441 
.349 
. j o I 
. 347 
.46 4 
.350 
.491 
. C ’ ■ j w L 
.342 
. 463 
. 344 
m / / yj 
.336 
. 309 
. 3 3 4 
.563 • 3 4 3 
.492 
.343 
A VALUE 0? 99.0 IS PRINTED I? A COEFFICIENT CANNOT PE COMPUTED 
/SUABILITY COEFFICIENTS 16 ITEMS 
ALPHA = .35337 STANDARDIZED ITEM ALPHA = .350’4 
177 
APPENDIX B3 
ANOVA 
178 
UNIVERS 
UN IVERS 
SPSS — 
VERS ION 
177400 ; 
PRINT BACK 
PAGES IZE 
COMMENT 
VARIABLE LIST 
INPUT FORMAT 
VALUE LABELS 
MISSING VALUES 
CPU TIME REQUIRED 
ONEWAY 
statistics 
CURRENT CM ALLOWS 
MAXIMUM CM ALLOWS 
TY COMPUTING CENTER 
TY OE MASSACHUSETTS 
STATISTICAL PACKAGE FOR 
S.O (NOS) -- MARCH 06, 
M MAXIMUM FIELD LENGTH 
80/03/03. 
THE SOCIAL 
1934 
REQUEST 
13.11.42. 
SCIENCES 
CONTROL 
60 
a*a*a**a*aaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaa^aaa! 
i.ROSS-CULTURAL EDUCATIONAL RE~rARCH 
SEMANTIC SPACE 
aaaaaaa*aaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaa 
ID RACE GENDER GRADE PROGRAM LEVEL 
RANK ATTITUDE FUTURE TOODE 5TURATE 
AVERAGE RGENDE 
Q1 TO Q 1 6 
(1 1F3.0,18F1.0) 
RACE (1) WHITE (2) BLACK (3) HISFANTIV 
GENDER (1) FEMALE (2) MALE/ 
GRADE (10) TENTH (ID ELEVENTH 
PROGRAM (1) COLLEGE PREP (2) 0 
LEVEL (1) ELEMENTARY TYPE (2) 
3TURATE (0) NONE (1) POOR (2) 
(4) EXCELLENT/ 
Q1 Q2 (7) STRONG (1) WEAK/ 
(12) TWELVETH / 
n ID v, R (, 3 ) BUSINESS/ 
ADVANCED/ 
AVERAGE (3) GOOD 
03 Q10 Q13 Q14 015 G16 (7) LARGE (1) SMALL' 
Q4 05 Q6 Q7 Q3 Q11 (?) HIGH (1) LOW/ 
03 QIC (7) GOOD (1) BAD/ 
RACE TO TCODE (0)/ Q1 TO Q16 (0)/ 
.085 SECONDS 
ATTITUDE 3TURATE AVERAGE Q1 TO Q16 BY RACE(1,3)/ 
RANGES-SCHEFFE/ 
ALL 
FOR 0CASE3, 
FOR 10576 CASES. 
179 
35/03/22. 13.11.^2. 
END OF FILE ON F 
AFTER READING 
LE TYPED 
30 CASES FROM SUBFILE NONAME 
35/03/23. 13.11.42. 
FILE - NONAME .'CREATED - 35/03/23) 
VARIABLE ATTITUDE 
BY RACE 
SOURCE 
BETWEEN GROUPS 
WITH IN GROUPS 
i otal 
WELCH* 3 TEST 2.00 
1
 
u
 
O
 
CZ
 
c
u
 FORSYTHE 2.00 
PERMUTATION TE3 :T ( 
GROUP COUNT MEAN 
3 R P 0 01 •7 *7 60.59 
GRP002 37 63.54 
GRP003 2 I 66.36 
TOTAL 30 63.60 
UNGROUPED DATA 
F IXED EFFECTS MODEL 
RANDOM EFFECTS MODEL 
RANDOM MODEL 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
D.F. SUM OF SO. 
2 422.121 
~7 7063.079 
7? 74S5.200 
43.98 
MEAN SO. F RATIO F PROD 
2H. CGI 2.301 . 1070 
91.723 
2.329 .1197 
2.204 .1099 
1000 RANDOM permutations: ) 
. 1200 
ST AND. 
DEV. 
STAND. 
ERROR MIN. MAX. 
95 P 
CONF 
E R 
INT 
CENT 
FOR MEAN 
9.67 
9.43 
9.65 
2.06 
1.56 
2.10 
45.00 
39.00 
51.00 
73.00 
81.00 
30.00 
56.30 
60.33 
62.47 
TO 
TO 
TO 
64.88 
66.70 
71.25 
39.00 31.00 
9.70 
9.53 
2.91 
1.09 
1.07 
1.68 
61.43 
61.47 
56.23 
•V r> 1 U 
TO 
TO 
65.77 
65.73 
7 0.82 
ESTIM. OF BETWEEN COMPONENT VARIANCE 4.6501 
.3384, p = l.COO I APPROX 
.007, P = .993 
1.041 
TESTS FOR HOMOGENEITY OF VARIANCES 
COCHRANS C - MAX.VAR IANCE/SUM(VARIANCES) = 
BARTLETT-BOX F = 
MAXIMUM VARIANCE / MINIMUM VARIANCE = 
181 
35/03/23. 13.11.^2. 
ciLji - NO NAME (CREATED - 33/03/ 23) 
VARIABLE ATTITUDE 
BY RACE 
MULTIPLE RANGE TEST 
SCHETFS PROCEDURE 
RANGES FOR THE ' .OEO LEVEL - 
3.53 3.53 
THE RANGES ABOVE ARE TABULAR VALUES. 
-HE VALUE ACTUALLY COMPARED WITH MEAN(J)-MEAN( I) 
o./7„S A RANGE A 3QRT(1/N(I) + 1 / N ( J ) ) IS. . 
NO TUG GROUPS ARE IGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT AT THE 
.050000 LEVEL 
ID
 CH
 
O
 
182 
35/03/23. 13.11.-12. 
FILE - NONAME (CREATED - 35/03/23) 
VARIABLE STURATE 
BY RACE 
SOURCE 
BETWEEN GROUPS 
WITHIN GROUPS 
A N A L Y 3 ! 13 OF VARIANCE 
D.F. SUM OF SQ. MEAN 30 . F RATIO F PROP 
2 2.131 1.091 1.043 
77 79.389 1 .031 
79 31.550 
- n c: . c o ' :.00, 43.03 
B R0 W N-FORSYTHE 2.00 
PERMUTATION TEST ( 
.220 
3 5.74 
1000 RANDOM 
1335.70: 
PERMUTATIONS) 
.1107 
. 0000 
. 3720 
GROUP COUNT MEAN 
RP001 22 2.IS 
RP002 37 2.03 
RP003 21 2.43 
TOTAL 30 2.17 
UNGROUPED DATA 
FIXED EFFECTS MODEL 
RANDOM EFFECTS MODEL 
STAND. 
DEV . 
STAND. 
ERROR M IN. MAX . 
95 P 
C3NF 
E R 
INT 
CENT 
FOR MEAN 
.35 
.13 1.00 4.00 1.30 T X w 2.56 1 . 09 
.13 0 4.00 1.33 TO 2.39 
1.03 1.00 4.00 1.93 TO 2.90 
1.02 
1.02 
. 20 
. 11 
. 11 
.12 
0 4.00 
1.95 
1.95 
1.37 
TO 
TO 
TO 
2.40 
2.40 
• 2.38 
RANDOM EFFECTS MODEL - ESTIM. OF BETWEEN COMPONENT VARIANCE 
.0010 
TESTS FOR HOMOGENEITY OF VARIANCES 
COCHRANS C - MAX . VAR IANCE/SUM < VARIANCES) 
BARTLETT-BOX F = 
MAXIMUM VARIANCE / MINIMUM VARIANCE = 
.4000, P = .555 (APPROX.) 
.733, P — .433 
1.341 
183 
oZi / 03/ 33 • 
.lLE - NONAME (CREATE[i - 33/'03/23) 
ARTABLE 3TURATE 
BY RACE 
ULTIPLE RANGE TEST 
CHEFFE PROCEDURE 
ANGE3 FOR THE .050 LEVEL - 
3.53 3.53 
HE RANGES ABOVE ARE TABULAR VALUES. 
HE VALUE ACTUALLY COMPARED WITH MEAN(J)-MEAN(I) T 
.7130 A RANGE A SGRT(1/N(I> + 1/N<J>) 
NO TWO GROUPS ARE SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT AT THE 
13.11.42. 
.050000 LEVEL 
C) 
C) 
il
 
] 84 
35/03/23. 13.11.42. 
FILS - NONAME <CR2A 
VARIABLE AVERAGE 
BY RACE 
SOURCE 
BETWEEN GROUPS 
WITHIN GROUPS 
i G T A L, 
ED - 35/03/23) 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
B.F. SUM OF SO. 
2 803.079 
10723.308 
2? 11526.388 
MEAN 30. F RATIO F PROB 
•101.540 2.083 .0620 
139.264 
WELCH’S TEST 2.00, 43.93 
BROWN-FORSYTHE 2.00, 6 5.74 
PERMUTATION TEST ( 1000 RANDOM PERMUTATIONS) 
2.229 .1197 
7.035 .0017 
.0590 
GROUP COUNT MEAN 
o a. A N D . 
DEV . 
STAND 
ERROR 
G E ? 0 01 
GRP0C2 
GRP003 
O O 
37 
21 
63.32 
66.27 
71.81 
15.31 
9.21 
11.00 
3.37 
1.51 
2.40 
X W . hL 30 66.91 
UNGROUPED 
FIXED EFFECTS 
RANDOM EFFECTS 
DATA 
MODEL 
MODEL 
12.08 
11.30 
4.03 
1.35 
1.32 
2.32 
RANDOM I 1FFECTS MODEL - E3T IM. OF DETI 
MIN. MAX . 
95 P 
CONF 
E R 
INT 
C E N 
FOR MEA 
25.00 
47.00 
55. OC 
93.00 
33.00 
95.00 
56.31 
63.20 
66.30 
TC 
TO 
TO 
70.3 3 
69.34 
76.82 
25.00 95.00 
64.22 
64.29 
TC 
TO 
69.60 
69.54 
56.91 TO 76.91 
WEEN COUPON ENT VAR IA N C E 10.220 
TESTS FOR HOMOGENEITY OF VARIANCES 
COCHRANS C ■- MAX. VARIANCE/SUM (VARIANCES) 
3ARTLETT-B0X F = 
MAXIMUM VARIANCE / MINIMUM VARIANCE - 
.5485, P = .010 (APPROX.) 
4.113, P = .016 
2.950 
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35/03/23 
FILE - NONAME (CREATED - 35/03/23) 
• 13.11.42. 
^nRlAPLE AVERAGE 
1 RACE 
MULTIPLE RANGE TEST 
oC,!“”FE procedure 
RANGES POR THE .050 LEVEL - 
2-50 3.53 
I"! S-3.5S°VE A5E VALUES. 
- NO T»0 GROUPS ARE SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT AT THE 
13. . 
.050000 LEVEL 
186 
85/03/22. 13.11. -12. 
c u ” N o N A M E (CREATED - 35/03/23) 
VARIABLE 31 
BY RACE 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
SOURCE D . F. SUM OF SQ. MEAN 30. F RATIO F PRCB 
between GROUPS 
- 1.026 
.513 
.311 • 7335 
WITHIN GROUPS 7*7 126.924 1.643 
- G T A L 70 127.950 
WELCH’S TEST 2.00, 4 3.03 0.209 
.1197 
BROWN-FORSYTHE 2.00, 65.74 
1449.350 
. 0000 
PERMUTATION TEG :t ( 1000 RANDOM PERMU TAT IONS) 
. 7220 
GROUP COUNT MEAN 
STAND. 
DEV. 
STAND. 
error MIN. 
05 PER 
MAX. CONF INT F 
CENT 
OR MEAN 
GRP001 22 
GRP002 37 
GRP003 21 
5.77 
5.63 
5.05 
1.00 
1.43 
1 .04 
•22 4.00 
.24 1.00 
.27 3.00 
7.00 5 
7.00 5 
7.00 5 
.22 TO 
.20 TO 
.39 TO 
6.23 
6.15 
6.52 
TOTAL 30 5.77 1.00 7.00 
UNGROUPED 
FIXED EFFECTS 
RANDOM EFFECTS 
DATA 
MODEL 
MODEL 
1.27 
1 . 23 
.25 
. 1 4 
. 1 4 
.14 
U 
5 
. 49 TO 
.49 TO 
.16 TO 
6.06 
6.06 
6.39 
WARN IN 6 
--- BETWEEN COMPONENT VARIANCE ESTIMATE IS NEGATIVE. IT WAS 
REPLACED DY EERO IN COMPUTING ABOVE RANDOM EFFECTS MEASURES. 
FANDOM EFFECTS MODEL E3TIM. OF BETWEEN COMPONENT VARIANCE 
-.04-42 
TESTS FOR HOMOGENEITY OF VARIANCES 
COCHRANS C - MAX.VARIANCE/SUM(VARIANCES) 
BARTLETT-BOX F = 
MAXIMUM VARIANCE / MINIMUM VARIANCE - 
.4430, ? - .235 (APPROX.) 
1.409, P = .240 
1 a n?7 
r.
j m
 
• 
Cl
 
»lj 
187 
' “ ~ NONAME •: CREATED - 35/03/: 
'SImSLE 31 
SV RACE 
35/03/23. 13.11.4, 
3) 
LT.TPEE RANGE TEST 
E PROCEDURE 
^ECR THE .050 LEVEL - 
3 3.5 3 
p rj^GnS AC0UE AR:: TABULAR values. 
“ "■ .SS7a"!;LLS?ST"Sr“;?H mean<^-»ean(d is.. 
•JV/U * RANGE A oQET(1/N < I) + 1/N<J>) 
NO TWO GROUPS ARE SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT AT THE 
. 050000 level 
188 
35/03/23. 18.11.42. 
FILE - NONAME (CREATED - 35/03/23) 
VARIABLE Q2 
BY RACE 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
SOURCE D. F. SUM OF SO. MEAN SO. F RATIO F PROD 
between GROUPS n 9.538 4.769 2.053 
. 1347 
WITH IN GROUPS 77 178.462 2.313 
xTTmL 7 9 1 38.000 
WELCH'S FF3T 2.00, ■13.93 2.229 
.1137 
BROUN-FORSYTHE 2.00, 35.74 1463.652 
.0000 
PERMUTAT ION TEST ( 1000 RANDOM PERMUT AT IONS) 
.1260 
GROUP COUNT MEAN 
STAND. 
DEV. 
STAND. 
ERROR MIN. 
95 PER 
MAX. CONE INT F 
CENT 
OR MEAN 
GRP001 
GRP002 
GRP0C3 
->'> rr , . 
“ “ 
37 5.41 
21 6.0 5 
1.70 
1.61 
1.12 
•36 1.00 
.26 1.00 
.24 4.00 
7.00 4.33 TO 
7.00 4.37 TO 
7.00 5.54 TO 
5.39 
5.9-1 
6.56 
T 0 TA L 30 5.50 1.00 7.00 
UNGROUPED DATA 
FIXED EFFECTS MODEL 
RANDOM EFFECTS MODEL 
1.54 
1 CT O 
.44 
. 17 
. 17 
.25 
5.16 TO 
5.16 TO 
4.42 TC 
5.34 
5.34 
6.53 
RANDOM EFFECTS MODEL - E3TIM. OF BETWEEN COMPONENT VARIANCE 
.091 
IE3TS FOR HOMOGENEITY OF VARIANCES 
COCHRANS C = MAX.VAR IANCE/SUM(VAR IANCES) = 
BARTLETT-BOX F = 
MAXIMUM VARIANCE / MINIMUM VARIANCE = 
.•1297, p -= 
1.920 , P = 
2.313 
.315 (APPROX.) 
.14 7 
 
35/03/23. 13.11.42. 
FiLE - NONAME (CREATED - 35/03/23) 
✓ mR TABLE G 2 
BY RAC2 
MULTIPLE RANGE TEST 
SCHEFFE PROCEDURE 
RANGES FOR THE .050 LEVEL - 
3.50 3.53 
:HE RANGES ABOVE ARE TABULAR VALUES 
:ke VALUE ACTUALLY COMPARED with MEAN<J)-MEAN(I) *3 
•1.07&O A RANGE A SGRT(1/N(I) + 1/N(J)) 
• NO TUG GROUPS ARE SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT AT THE 
.050000 LEVEL 
190 
35/03/23. 13.1 1.-12. 
*I““ ~ NONAME (CREATED - 35/03/23) 
VARIABLE 03 
BY RACE 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
SOURCE D.F. SUM OF SQ. MEAN SO. F RATIO F PROD 
BETWEEN GRGUPS 2 5.371 2.035 2.507 
.0810 
** *1 •"! IN u i\ G U P 3 77 37.017 1.130 
11' i A L 70 02.80S 
WELCH’S TE3T 2.00, 43.03 2.220 . 1107 
DROWN-FORSYTHE 2.00, 65.74 
1446.723 . 0000 
PERMUTATION TEST ( 1000 RANDOM PERMUTATIONS) 
.0670 
GROUP COUNT MEAN 
STAND. 
DEV . 
STAND. 
ERROR MIN. 
05 PER 
MAX. CONF INT 
CENT 
FOR MEAN 
G S ? 0 01 22 5.-15 
GRP002 37 5.36 
GRPOOO 21 6.10 
1.22 
.08 
1.03 
.26 3.00 , 
.16 4.00 
.22 4.00 
7.00 4.01 TO 
7.00 5.54 TO 
7.00 5.72 TO 
6.00 
6.10 
6.66 
aOahL 30 5.34 3.00 7.00 
UNGROUPED DATA 
FIXED EFFECTS MODEL 
RANDOM EFFECTS MODEL 
1.03 
1.06 
. 24 
.12 
. 12 
.20 
5.60 TO 
5.60 TO 
4.03 TO 
6.03 
5.07 
6.60 
RANDOM EFFECTS MODEL 
- EST IM. OF BETWEEN COMPONENT VARIANCE 
. 0703 
TESTS FOR HOMOGENEITY OF VAR IA N C E 3 
COCHRANS C - MAX.VAR IANCE/SUM(VAR IANCES) = 
BARTLETT-BOX F = 
MAXIMUM VARIANCE / MINIMUM VARIANCE = 
.4263, P = .338 
.710, P = .402 
1.271 
(APPROX 
H
 
>
-3
 
191 
F ILE NONAMI (CREATED - 35/03/23) 
35/03/23. 13.11.42, 
V h R IA D L E 03 
^ * race 
multiple range test 
scueffe procedure 
RANGES FOR the .050 LEVEL - 
3.53 3.53 
H G^n- -S E ARE TAI:U-AR VALUES. 
VALU, MUTUALLY COMPARED WITH MEAN(J)-MEAN( I) *S 
*7j1/ A ^NGE A SQRTU/Nd) + 1/N(J)) ’ 
- NO TWO GROUPS ARE SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT AT THE .050000 
EVEL 
192 
35/03/23. 18.11 .*12. 
FIL2 - NONAME < CRE A TED - 3 5/03/23) 
^ A R I n B L E Q 4 
~ * RACE 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
SOURCE D.F. SUM OF 30. MEAN 30. F RATIO F PROP 
BETWEEN GROUPS 
13.674 6.337 3.806 
.0244 
w i i i ■{ IN <j R C u P 3 77 135.126 1.75S 
X O A A L 70 143.800 
WELCH’S TEST 2.00, A3.03 
2.229 • .1107 
BRGWN-FORSYTHE 2.00, 3w . 7 4 
1440.500 
.0000 
PERMUTATION TEST ( 1000 RANDOM PERMUTATIONS) 
.0320 
GROUP COUNT MEAN 
STAND. 
DEV. 
STAND. 
ERROR MIN. 
93 P ^ R 
MAX. CONF INT F 
CENT 
OR MEAN 
GRPOOl 22 
G R P 0 0 2 37 
C R P 00 3 21 
5.18 
5.30 
6.20 
1.53 
I . 37 
. 06 
.33 2.00 
•23 3.00 
•21 4.00 
7.00 4.50 TO 
7.00 5.44 TO 
7.00 5.35 TO 
5.36 
6.35 
6.72 
TOTAL 3 C 5.30 2.00 / • 0 0 
!J N G 5 CURE P 
. A NTOM c r T E C 7 3 
DATA 
MODEL 
MODEL 
1 . 37 
1.32 
c- n 
- w J 
. 15 
.15 
. 20 
5.40 TO 
5.31 TO 
4.40 TC 
6.11 
6.00 
7.11 
RANDOM EFFECTS MODEL - E3TIM. OF BETWEEN COMPON ENT VARIANCE 
. 1030 
TESTS FOR HOMOGENEITY OF VARIANCES 
^GCnEANG C = 
BARTLETT-3OX 
MAX.VARIANCE/S 
F = 
UM(VARIANCES) = 
.4567, P = .170 < APPROX. 
MAXIMUM VARIANCE / MINIMUM VARIANCE = 
2.^20, P = .100 
O *T r r 
JOO 
FIL2 - NONAME (CREATED - 85/03/22) 
VARIABLE 0*1 
BY RACE 
MULTIPLE RANGE TEST 
3CHEFFE PROCEDURE 
RANGES FOR THE .050 LEVEL - 
3.53 3.53 
THE RANGES ABOVE ARE TABULAR VALUES. 
.iHE V A i. U E ACTUALLY COMPARED WITH MEAN ( J )-MEAN ( I) IS 
.906? A RANGE A SQRT(1/N(I) + 1/N(J ) ) 
•.A) DENOTES PAIRS OF GROUPS SIGNIFICANTLY DIFEEREN 
R 
P 
0 
0 
o G G 
R :< 
P P 
0 0 
0 0 
MEAN GROUP 
GRP001 
GRP002 
GRP003 A 
194 
LC - NONAME <CREATED 35/03/23 i 
35/03/22. 13.11. j 2 
analys IS OF VARIANCE 
SOURCE d.f. SUM OF SO. MEAN 3Q. ? RATIO F PROS 
BETWEEN GROUPS o 6.241 3. 121 3.596 .0311 
WIT H IN GROUPS 7 7 92.539 1 . 
* 2 * A L 79 98.300 
WELCH’S TEST 2.00, 
BRCWN-FCRSYTHE 2.00 
GROUP 
43.03 
65.74 
1423.650 
. . 1137 
. 0000 
cspoc: 
grpoo: 
grpoo: 
IATION TE ST ( 1000 RANDOM PERMUTAT IONS) 
. 0320 
COUNT MEAN 
STAND. 
DEV. 
STAND. 
ERROR MIN. MAX. 
35 P 
CONE 
E R 
INT 
CENT 
FOR MEAN 
1 /-v —. 
• J / 
21 
6.00 
6.05 
6.67 
1.20 
1.27 
.48 
.21 
. 11 
3.00 7.00 
2.00 7.00 
6.00 7.00 
5.47 
5.63 
6.45 
•** r* 
* U 
TO 
n X \J 
6.53 
6.43 
6.39 
3 0 6.20 2.00 7.00 
ungroupe: D DATA 1.12 
EFFECTS 
EFFECTS 
MODEL 
MODEL 
1.10 
• 1 J 
• X M 
.20 
5.95 
5.96 
5.32 
TO 
TO 
T C 
6.43 
6.44 
7.03 
t F c c C T 3 MODEL - estim. 0 F BETWEEN COMPONENT VAR I ANCE 
.0743 
TESTS FOR HOMOGENEITY OF VARIANCES 
COCHRANS C =■■ MAX.VARIANC2/3UM( VARIANCES) 
BARTLE7T-B0X F = 
MAXIMUM VARIANCE / MINIMUM VARIANCE = 
.4913, p = .066 (APPROX.) 
9.134, P = .000 
6.892 
195 
35/03/22. 13.11.42. 
FILE - NONAME (CREATED - 35/03/23) 
TRIABLE G5 
BY RAC 
MULTIPLE RANGE TEST 
S Cl IE E EE PROCEDURE 
RANGES FOR THE .030 LEVEL - 
3.53 3.53 
THE RANGES ABOVE ARE TABULAR VALUES. 
yAi,UC ACTUALLY COMPARED WITH MEAN ( J )-MEAN ( I) IS.. 
.7753 A RANGE A 3 G R T ( 1 / N ( I) + 1 /N(J ) ) 
- NO TWO GROUPS ARE SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT AT THE .050000 LEVEL 
196 
f ILE - NONAME (CREATED 
VARIABLE Q & 
Pi RACE 
35/03/23) 
35/03/23. 1C. 
SOURCE 
BETWEEN GROUPS 
WITHIN GROUPS 
TOTAL 
WELCH’S TEST 2.00, 
DROWN-FCRSYTHE 2.00, 
permutation test c 
GROUP COUNT MEAN 
GRP301 n 7 4.73 
GRP002 37 5.22 
G R ? 0 0 3 21 5.43 
TOTAL 30 5.14 
UNGROUPE D DATA 
? IXED EFFECTS MODEL 
R A N D 0 M EFFECTS MODEL 
RANDOM EFFECTS MODEL 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
D. F. SUM OF SO. MEAN 30. F RATIO F PROD 
“ 5.711 
“ • ".jo 1.2o7 
.2960 
77 177.777 2.309 
79 133.487 
43.93 
2.2^9 
,.1197 
6 5.74 
1401.944 
. 0000 
1000 RANDOM PERMU TAT IONS) 
.2390 
STAND. 
DEV. 
STAND . 
ERROR MIN. 35 PERCENT MAX. CON F INT FOR MEAN 
1 . 49 
1 .55 
1.50 
■32 1.00 
.25 2.00 
•33 2.00 
7.00 4.07 TO 
”.00 4.70 TO 
7.00 4.74 TO 
5.39 
5.73 
6.11 
1.00 7.00 
1 . 52 
1 . 52 
• X / 
. 17 
.19 
4.30 TO 
4.30 TO 
4.32 TO 
5.48 
5.48 
5.95 
t^TiM. OF BETWEEN COMPONENT VARIANCE 
TESTS FOR HOMOGENEITY OF VARIANCES 
COCHRANS C = MAX.VARIANCE/SUM(VARIANCES) = 
BARTLETT-BOX F = 
MAXIMUM VARIANCE / MINIMUM VARIANCE = 
.3493, P = 1.000 (APPROX.) 
.025, P = .975 
1 . 085 
197 
?TLE ' N0NAME {CREATED - 33/03/23) 
35/ 03/23. 12 ' ' <-> 
»' AR TABLE 36 
BY RACE 
multiple range test 
SCUEEEE PROCEDURE 
RANGES FOR THE .050 LEVEL - 
3 -o3 3.53 
-K- "“E tSOUUIB VALUES. 
.?-.SgS'ng.?ff?,,,«*;«?;;?;*?*1 > «■• 
■ *o two uesn «>< *w»ir:e«»nt timwi at the .osooco 
level 
l)
 
C
} 
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85/03/23. 13.11.42. 
FILE - NONAME (CREATED - 35/03/23) 
VARIABLE 07 
BY RACE 
SOURCE 
between groups 
within groups 
xOTAL 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
B-B. SUM OF SQ. 
2 3.530 
77 107.220 
79 110.300 
MEAN SO. F RATIO F PROB 
1.790 1.23G .2323 
1.392 
WELCH*3 TEST 2.00, 
BROWN-FORSYTHE 2.00, 
PERMUTATION TEST < 
4 3.93 
05.74 
1000 RANDOM 
2.229 
1 4 23 .G50 
PERMUTATIONS) 
.1197 
. 0000 
.2590 
GROUP COUNT MEAN 
3 R ? 0 01 i n 5.95 
GRP002 37 6.16 
GRP003 21 6.52 
* 3 T i-i L 30 6.20 
UNGROUPE D DATA 
FIXED E FFECTS MODEL 
random e FFECT3 MODEL 
RANDOM E FFECTS MODEL 
STAND. STAND 
DEV. ERROR 
1.25 .27 
I.24 .20 
.98 .21 
95 P E R C E N 
MIN. MAX. CONF INT FOR MEA 
3.00 7.00 5.40 TO &.51 
2.00 7.00 5.75 TO 6.57 
o
 
o
 
7.00 6.03 TO 6.97 
2.00 7.00 
1-13 .13 
1.13 .13 
E 3 T IM. OF BETWEEN COMPONENT VARIANCE 
6.46 
6.4G 
G. 3 5 
.0155 
xcoTS FOR HOMOGENEITY OF VARIANCES 
COCHRANS C = MAX.VAR IANCE/SUM(VARIANCES) = 
BARTLETT-BOX F = 
MAXIMUM VARIANCE / MINIMUM VARIANCE = 
.3365, P 
-.752, P 
1.631 
.709 (APPROX.) 
.472 
199 
35/03/23. 13.11.42. 
FILE - NONAME (CREATED - 35/03/23) 
VARIABLE Q8 
BY RACE 
SOURCE 
^ E T W Z Z N CROUPS 
wITHIN GROUPS 
total 
WELCH' 3 TEST 2.00 
BROUN- FORSYTHE 2.00 
PERMUTATION TE3 T ( 
GROUP COUNT MEAN 
G R P 0 0 1 
GRP002 
G R P 0 0 3 
•> o 
37 
21 
2.59 
3.54 
3.52 
•Y* « T 
I U i M 4, 30 3.55 
UNGROUPED DATA 
FIXED EFFECTS MODEL 
random effects model 
WARN IN G 
RANDOM EFFECTS MODEL 
analysis of variance 
B-F. SUM OF SO. 
2 .055 
195.745 
7~ 195.300 
MEAN SO. F RATIO F PROD 
•037 .011 .9093 
2.542 
43.93 
2 . ° ° *9 
.. 1197 
6 5.74 
1563.393 
.0000 
10 00 RANDOM PERMUTATIONS) 
. 9890 
STAND. 
DEV. 
STAND. 
ERROR MIN. MAX . 
95 PER 
CONF INT 
CENT 
FOR MEAN 
1.47 
1.56 
1.73 
.31 
. 26 
.39 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
7.00 
7.00 
6.00 
2.34 TO 
3.02 TO 
2.71 TO 
4.24 
4.06 
4.33 
1.00 7.00 
1 . 57 
1.53 
. 18 
.13 
.18 
3.20 TO 
3.20 TO 
2.7S TO 
3.90 
3.90 
4.32 
C0M?0NENT variance estimate is negative, it was 
REPLmC^D BY EERO IN COMPUTING ABOVE RANDOM EFFECTS MEASURES. 
- E3TIM. OF BETWEEN COMPONENT VARIANCE 
.0930 
.4034, ? = 
.403, P = 
1.465 
.433 (APPROX.) 
.663 
E3T3 FOR HOMOGENEITY OF VARIANCES 
COCHRANS C - MAX.VARIANCE/SUM(VARIANCES) = 
BAETLETT-BOX F - 
MAXIMUM VARIANCE / MINIMUM VARIANCE = 
200 
FILE - NONAME (CREATED - 33/03/23) 
33/02/23. 13.11.42. 
VARIABLE Q 7 
BY RACE 
multiple range test 
SCHEFFE PROCEDURE 
RANGES FOR THE 
3.33 3.53 
.030 LEVEL - 
.pE RANGES ABOVE ARE TABULAR VALUES. 
C ^UMPAREEi WITH MEAN ( J )-ME AN ( I) 13 
.So44 * RANGE A SQRT(1/N(I) + 1/N(J)) 
- NO TWO GROUPS ARE SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT AT THE .050000 LEVEL 
203 
85/03/23. 18.I1.J2. 
F.Lji - NONAME (CREATED - 35/03/23) 
VARIABLE Q S 
8 'i RACE 
MULTIPLE RANGE TECT 
SCKEFFE PROCEDURE 
RANGES EQR THE .050 LEVEL - 
3.53 3.33 
THE 
THE 
RANGES ABOVE ARE TABULAR VALUES. 
VALUf fH^'ALLY COMPARED WITH MEAN ( J )-MEAN ( I 
1-1-/*! A RANGE A SQRT(1/N(I) + 1/N(J)) 13. . 
NO TWO GROUPS ARE SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT AT THE 
.050000 LEVEL 
202 
33/03/23. 13.11.42. 
FILE - NONAMS (CREATED - 35/03/23) 
V n R * A D L E Q 9 
BY RACE 
SOURCE 
BETWEEN GROUPS 
within groups 
TOTAL 
ANALYSIS OF 
D.F. SUM 
n 
220.309 
7? 222.988 
VAR IANCE 
OF SO. 
2.179 
MEAN 3Q. F RATIO F PROB 
1.039 .380 .3032 
2.363 
WELCH’S TEST 2.00, 43.98 
BROWN-FORSYTHE 2.00, 65.74 
PERMUTATION TEST ( 1000 RANDOM 
2.229 .1197 
1508.633 .0000 
PERMUTATIONS) .6850 
GROUP COUNT MEAN 
STAND. 
DEV. 
STAND. 
ERROR MIN. MAX . 
95 P 
CONF 
E R C E N T 
INI FOR MEAN 
GRP0C1 
GRP002 
GRP003 
O 9 
37 
21 
4.41 
4.59 
4.86 
i • 3 3 
1.91 
1.62 
.28 
.31 
. 35 
2.CO 
1 . 00 
1.00 
7.00 
7.00 
7.00 
3.32 
3.96 
4.12 
TO 5.00 
TO 5.23 
TO 3.60 
TOTAL 30 4.61 1.00 7.00 
UNGROUPED 
FIXED EFFECTS 
RANDOM EFFECTS 
DATA 
MODEL 
MODEL 
1 . 63 
1 . 69 
. 03 
.19 
.19 
.19 
4.24 
4.24 
3.30 
TO 4.99 
TO 4.99 
TO 5.43 
■m A R N IN G 
-BET WEEN COM PONENT VARIANCE ESTIMATE IS NE GATIVE. IT WAS 
REPLACED BY ZERO IN COMPUTING ABOVE RANDOM EFFECTS MEASURES. 
RANDOM EFFECTS MODEL - ESTIM. OF BETWEEN COMPONENT VARIANCE -.0693 
TESTS FOR HOMOGENEITY OF VARIANCES 
COCHRANS C = MAX.VAR IANCE/SUM(VARIANCES) 
BARTLETT-30X F = 
MAXIMUM VARIANCE / MINIMUM VARIANCE = 
.4322, P = .190 (APPROX.) 
1.539 , P ^ .204 
2.046 
203 
* iI"" ~ N0NAME (CREATED - 35/03/23) 
35/03/23. 13.11.-12. 
VARIABLE 09 
BV RACE 
iULTIPLE RANGE TEST 
3CWEFFE PROCEDURE 
RANGcS FOR THE .030 LEVEL - 
3.53 3.53 
A:'0VE tabular VALUES. 
«A^UJ ACTUARY CO«PABED „ITH HEAN< J,-„EflN, :, ,s._ 
J ^ A “mNGE A oQRK 1/N< I) + 1/N(J)) 
' N0 TU0 G:<0UF'S ARE SIGNIFIC^TLY DIFFERENT AT THE . 050000 LEVE.I 
204 
35/03/23. 13.11.42. 
?:L2 - NONAME (CREATED - 35/03/23) 
VARIABLE Q10 
BY RACE 
ANALYS 13 OF VARIANCE 
SOURCE D.F. SUM OF 3Q. MEAN 3Q. F RATIO 
BETWEEN GROUPS O 8.330 A.165 1.306 
UITM IN GROUPS 77 245.657 3.190 
± 3 T A L 79 253.987 
WELCH'S TEST 2.00, 43.93 2. 2#’*9 
BROUN-FORSYTHE 2.00, 65.74 1494.626 
PERMUTAT ION TEST ( 1000 RANDOM PERMUT AT IONS) 
GROUP COUNT MEAN 
STAND. 
DEV. 
STAND. 
ERROR MIN. 
95 P E R 
MAX. 3ONE INT 
GRP001 
GRP002 
3 R P 0 0 3 
22 4.36 
37 5.03 
21 5.10 
1.73 
1.62 
2.10 
.37 1.00 
.27 1.00 
.46 1.00 
7.00 3.60 TO 
7.00 4.54 TO 
7.0C 4.14 TO 
TOTAL 30 4.39 1.00 7.00 
UNGROUPED DATA 
FIXED EFFECTS MODEL 
RANDOM EFFECTS MODEL 
1.79 
1.79 
.40 
.20 
. 20 
.23 
4.49 TO 
4.49 TO 
3.39 TO 
RANDOM EFFECTS MODEL - ESTIM. OF BETWEEN COMPONENT VARIANCE 
TESTS FOR HOMOGENEITY OF VARIANCES 
COCHRANS C - MAX.VARIANCE/SUM<VARIANCES) 
BARTLETT-BOX F = 
MAXIMUM VARIANCE / MINIMUM VARIANCE = 
.4370, P = .264 
.333, P ~ .413 
1.663 
F PROP 
. 2770 
..1197 
.0000 
. 2S70 
CENT 
OR MEAN 
5.13 
5.62 
6.05 
5.29 
5.29 
5.83 
. 0380 
(APPROX.) 
205 
33/03/23* 13■11 * 42• 
ILE - .NONAME (CREATED - 35/03/23) 
ARIADLE Q10 
BV RACE 
ULTIPLE RANGE TECT 
3HEFFE PROCEDURE 
ANGE3 FOR THE .050 LEVEL - 
3.53 3.53 
HE RANGES ABOVE ARE TABULAR VALUES. 
r'r' ACTUALLY COMPARED WITH MEAN(J)-MEANCI) IS.. 
1.2630 A RANGE A 3GRT(1/N(I) + 1 /N(J ) ) 
NO TWO GROUPS ARE SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT AT THE .050000 LEVEL 
206 
95/03/23. 13.11.42. 
r iLE - NONANE (CREATED - 35/03/23) 
VARIABLE Oil 
BY RACE 
SOURCE 
BETWEEN GRCUP3 
WITHIN GROUPS 
i 0 T A L 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
SUM OF 30. 
“ 3.413 
77 156.137 
79 159.550 
MEAN 30. F RATIO F PROS 
1-706 .341 .4350 
2.023 
WELCH'S TEST 2.00, 43.98 7 229 ,.1197 
SROWN-FCRSYTHE 2.00, 65.74 1510. 230 
.0000 
PERMUTATION TEST ( 1000 RANDOM PERMUTATION 3 ) 
. 4450 
GROUP COUNT MEAN 
STAND . 
DEV. 
STAND. 
ERROR MIN. MAX. 
95 P 
CONF 
E R 
INT 
CENT 
FOR MEAN 
3 S ? 001 22 
GRP002 37 
GRP003 21 
4.09 
4.57 
4.52 
1 . 48 
1 . 50 
1.21 
.31 
. 25 
.26 
1.00 7.00 
1.00 7.00 
2.00 7.00 
3.44 
4.07 
3.97 
TO 
TO 
TO 
4.75 
5.07 
5.07 
TOTAL 30 4.42 1.00 7.00 
UNGROUPED 
FIXED EFFECTS 
RANDOM EFFECTS 
DATA 
MODEL 
MODEL 
1 . 42 
1.42 
. 28 
.16 
.16 
.16 
4.11 
4.11 
3.74 
TO 
TO 
TO 
4.74 
4.74 
5.11 
WARNING - BETWEEN COMPONENT 
REPLACED BY ZERO IN 
VAR IANCE 
COMPUTING 
ESTIMATE IS NEGATIVE. 
ABOVE RANDOM EFFECTS 
IT 
MEA 
WAS 
SURES. 
RANDOM EFFECTS MODEL - ESTIM. OF BETWEEN COMPONENT VA R IANCE 
-.0125 
TE3T3 FOR HOMOGENEITY OF VARIANCES 
COCHRANS C = MAX.VARIANCE/SUMCVARIANCES) 
BARTLETT-BOX F = 
MAXIMUM VARIANCE / MINIMUM VARIANCE = 
.3820, P = 
.602, P = 
1.541 
.763 (APPROX.) 
.548 
207 
35/03/23. 13.11.42. 
FILE - NONAME (CREATED - 35/03/23) 
VARIABLE Oil 
BY RACE 
multiple range test 
3CMEEFE PROCEDURE 
RANGES FOR THE .030 LEVEL - 
3.53 3.53 
ranges above are tabular values. 
/hLUE ACTUALLY COMPARED WITH mean; w~.U(,T, „„ 
1.006? * RANGE * SnRI,1/N,n“I't/Nu‘, '’ I8- 
- NO TWO GROUPS ARE SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT AT THE 
.050000 LEVEL 
208 
35/03/2: 18.U.4: 
-B ' 35/03/23) 2 ILE - NONAME (GREAT 
VARIABLE Q12 
BV RACE 
SOURCE 
BETWEEN GROUPS 
WITHIN GROUPS 
x u T A L 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
r'-F. SUM OF 50. 
2 11.278 
162.610 
7g 173.388 
MEAN SO. F RATIO F PROP 
5.638 2.670 .0736 
2.112 
WELCH'S TEST 2.00, 43.93 
BRQWN-FORSYTHE 2.00, 65.74 
PCRMUTA TION T EST ( 1000 RANDOM 
GROUP COUNT MEAN 
STAND. 
DEV . 
STAND. 
ERROR 
ORPOO 1 
GRP0C2 
GRP003 21 
5.05 
5.33 
6.05 
1.53 
1.55 
1.16 
.33 
.26 
. 25 
total 30 5.46 
8.828 .1197 
1463.539 .0000 
PERMUTATIONS) 07^0 
95 P E R C ENT M IN . MAX . CON F INT re; '< MEAN 
1.00 7.00 *1.37 TO 5.72 
1.00 7.00 4.86 TO 5.90 
4.00 7.00 5 5n TO 6.53 
1.00 7.00 
UNGROUPED DATA 1.43 
. 1 7 
FIXED EFFECTS MODEL 1.45 
. 16 
j . I 
RANDOM EFFECTS MODEL 
.43 
. 28 4.2 
RANDOM EFFECTS MODEL - EST IM . OF BETWEEN COMPONENT VARIANCE 
5.79 
5.79 
o .35 
. 137*1 
TcSTS TOR HOMOGENEITY OF VARIANCES 
COCHRANS C = MAX.VAR IANCE/SUM(VAR IANCES) = 
BARTLETT-BOX F = 
MAXIMUM VARIANCE / MINIMUM VARIANCE = 
.3957, F 
1.069, p 
1.787 
.603 (APPROX.) 
. 343 
209 
35/03/23. 13.11.42. 
FIL3 - NONAME (CREATED - 35/03/23) 
VARIABLE Q12 
BY RACE 
multiple range test 
SC'IEFFE PROCEDURE 
RANGES FOR THE .050 LEVEL - 
3.53 3.53 
THE RANGES ABOVE ARE TABULAR VALUES. 
j.HE VALUE ACTUALLY COMPARED WITH MEANtJ)-MEAN(I) IS.. 
1.0276 A RANGE A SORT<1/N<I) + 1/N(J)) 
- NO TWO GROUPS ARE SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT AT THE .050000 LEVEL 
2] 0 
35/02/23. 13.11.42. 
FILE - NONANE <CREATED - 35/03/23) 
VARIABLE 013 
BY RACE 
SOURCE 
BETWEEN GROUPS 
WITHIN GROUPS 
total 
WELCH’S TEST 2.00, 
3R0UN-F0RSYTHE 2.00, 
PERMUTATION TEST ( 
GROUP COUNT MEAN 
G R ? C 01 4.77 
GRP002 37 5.27 
G R P 0 0 3 21 5.95 
TOTAL 30 5.31 
UNGROUPED DATA 
FIXED EFFECTS MODEL 
RANDOM EFFECTS MODEL 
random effects model - 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
D.F. SUM OF 3Q. MEAN 30. F RATI 0 F PROB 
O 
15.074 7.5 37 2.397 
. 0977 
7? 242.113 3.144 
79 257.137 
4 3.93 
2.229 
.1197 
65.74 
1473.099 
. 0000 
1000 RANDOM permutation S ) 
.0870 
STAND. 
DEV . 
STAND . 
ERROR /I IN . MAX. 
? E ; 
CONE IN T 
C E N T 
FOR MEAN 
2.11 
1.76 
1.36 
■ -45 1.00 
.29 1.00 
•30 2.00 
7.00 
7.00 
7.00 
3.34 TO 
4.68 TO 
5.22 TO 
5.71 
3.36 
6.57 
1.00 7.00 
1 . 80 
1.77 
• o j 
. 20 
. 20 
4.91 TO 
4.92 TO 
3.93 TO 
5.71 
5.71 
6.68 
SSTIM. OF BETWEEN COMPONENT VARIANCE 
TESTS FOR HOMOGENEITY OF VARIANCES 
BARTLETT -BOX ’UAR^NCE/SUM(VARIANCES) = 
MAXIMUM VARIANCE / MINIMUM VARIANCE = 
.•4750, P = 
1.393, P = 
2.419 
.106 (APPROX.) 
• 151 
211 
35/03/22. 13.11.42. 
FILS - NONAME <CREATED - 35/03/23) 
VARIABLE 013 
BY RACE 
MULTIPLE RANGE TEST 
SCHEFFE PROCEDURE 
RANGES FOR THE .030 LEVEL - 
3.53 3.53 
THE RANGES ABOVE ARE TABULAR VALUE 
THE VALUE ACTUALLY COMPARED WITH 
1.2339 A RANGE A SQRT(1/N( 
MEAN(J)-MEAN(I) 
I) + 1/N'J)) 
NO TWO GROUPS ARE SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT AT THE 050000 LEVEL 
212 
35/02/22. 13.11.42, 
‘ - - 3 - N 0 N A M E 
vARIABLE Q14 
by race 
(CREATED - 
SOURCE 
BETWEEN GROUPS 
W I. ! 11N G E TUPS 
ANALYSIS OF variance 
11 • F • SUM OF 30 . 
2 23.106 
70 
207.732 
230.387 
MEAN 30. F RATIO F PROP 
11.333 4.231 .0173 
2.S33 
WELCH’S TEST 2.00, 
3 S 0 W N-F 0R3 Y T H E 2.00, 
PERMUTATION TEST < 
43.93 
6 3.7 A 
1000 RANDOM 
2.229 
1437.010 
PERMUTATIONS) 
.1197 
.0000 
. 0210 
GROUP CO'JNT MEAN 
STAND. 
DEV . 
STAND. 
ERROR 
G R P 0 01 
3RP002 
j R P 0 0 2 
3 7 
2 1 
4.41 
4.95 
5.36 
1.68 
1 .63 
1.33 
. 36 
. 23 
.33 
TOTAL •30 5.04 
• 1 
random 
NGROUPSD 
EFFECTS 
DATA 
MODEL 
MODEL 
1.71 
1.64 
. 69 
.19 
. 13 
. 40 
RANDOM i. tiiwTS MODEL - ESTIM. OF BETWEEN 
MIN. 
1.00 
1.00 
2.00 
1 . 00 
MAX . 
7.00 
7.00 
7.00 
7.00 
V5^r 2 ROE N T 
C 3 N F IN T F G R MEAN 
o . 6o .0 
4.39 TO 
3.16 TO 
4.66 TO 
4.67 TO 
>2 TC 
j . i. 
5.5' 
6.5: 
5.4 
5 . 4 
6.74 
. 2430 
2CCMRAN3 C - MAX.VAR IANCE/SUM(VAR IANCES> = 
BARTLETT-BOX F = 
MAXIMUM VARIANCE / MINIMUM VARIANCE = 
.3243. ■? n : .ooo 
. 875 
o
 
to
 
cu
 
ru
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85/03/23. 
- --E - NONAME (CREATED - 33 '('3/'’3' 
vARIADLE 014 
s' i MACE 
M !J L T IPLI RANGE TEST 
SCHEFEE PROCEDURE 
ranges fcr the .030 levei - 
3.53 3.53 
ranges above are tabular values. 
VALUE ACTUALLY COMPARED WITH MEAN 
1.1 & 1 & A RANGE k 3 0 R T(1/N( I) + J ) -MEAN ( I) IS . . 1/N(J)) 
(.4) DENOTES PAIRS OC GROUPS SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT AT 
P 
0 
G 3 
R R 
0 0 
0 0 0 
MEAN 
4.4001 
A.0459 
3.3571 
GROUP 
G R P 0 0 1 
GRP002 
GRP003 
. 0i0000 LEVCl 
214 
r ' N 0 N A M E (CREATPn 
'lkchXEJ - 35/03/23) 
35/03/23. 13 1' ** w • * w . A x • 
VARIABLE 313 
BY RAC2 
5 C U R C i 
BETWEEN GROUP".. 
“ITUIN GROUP' 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
ri-F- SUM OF SO. 
2 7.501 
136.049 
79 203.530 
42 
MEAN 30. F RATIO F PROS 
3-751 1.473 .2336 
WELCH’S T E *3 T 2.00 
I? ROW N-FORSYTHE 2.00, 
PERMUTATION TEST < 
GROUP COUNT MEAN 
GRP001 22 4.00 
G R P 0 0 2 37 4.24 
GRP003 21 4.31 
TOTAL 30 4.32 
UNGROUPED DATA 
fixed effects MODEL 
Random effects* MODEL 
4 0.93 
63.74 
1000 RANDOM 
STAND. STAND. 
1.45 
1.61 
1 .61 
1.60 
. 313 
ERROR 
.31 
. 26 
. 38 
18 
13 
- 5 2o.333 
1RMUTATICN3) 
M IN . 
2.00 
1.00 
1 .00 
1.00 
MAX . 
7.00 
7.00 
7 . CO 
7.00 
05 PER 
CONF INT 
3.36 TO 
3.71 TO 
4.03 TO 
3.37 TO 
3.37 TO 
. 0COO 
. 2340 
CENT 
FCR MEAN 
RhNlOM -t.Cio MOD1.L - ESTIM. OF BETWEEN COMPONENT VARIANCE 
BESTS FCR HOMOGENEITY OF VARIANCES 
4.34 
4.73 
5.33 
4.61 
*1 . O C 
.04-3 9 
C = MAX’VAR IANCE/SUM1VARIANCES) 
c'HKiLcTi-BOX F = 
MAXIMUM VARIANCE / MINIMUM VARIANCE = 
.3879, P - 
•303, p - 
1.414 
.69 
CO 
o
 
CM
 
CO
 
0
1
 
U
 (M
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M Li L T 11 
r 11 z :<t 
THE V > 
- no : 
33/03/22. 
- NONANE 
L 2 C< 1 3 
5V RACE 
/ A N C 2 TEST 
'E PROCEDURE 
! FOR THE . C50 LEVEL - 
.50 3.50 
^NGES ADCVE ARE TABULAR VALUES. 
;LUE ACTUALLY COMPARED WITH MEAN(J)-MEAN < I) IS.. 
1.1233 A RANGE A S0RI(1/N(I) + 1 /N < J)) 
IWC GROUPS APE SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT AT THE . C30000 LEVEL 
O
 
O
 
u
l 
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85/02/23. 13.II.-12. 
F i22 - NONAME (CSEATED - 35/03/23) 
VARIABLE 016 
3 Y RACE 
SOURCE 
/E T U 2"N GR0UPS 
WITHIN GROUPS 
TOTAL 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
D.F. SUM OF SO. 
- 21.706 
79 
243.754 
265.550 
MEAN 30. F RATIO F PROP 
10.SOS 2.443 .0 370 
3 • 166 
WELCH’S TEST 2.00, 43.03 
3RCWN-F0R3YTHE 2.0C, 65.74 
2.220 
1505.443 
PERMUTATION TEST < 1000 RANDOM PERMUTATIONS) 
.1197 
. 0000 
.0510 
GROUP COUNT MEAN 
STAND . 
DEV. 
STAND . 
ERROR 
GRPOOI 
GRP002 
G R P 0 0 3 
22 4.13 
37 4.40 
21 5.52 
1.23 
1.07 
I . 33 
.23 
. 32 
. 40 
TOTAL 30 4.67 
F IXED 
RANDOM 
UNGROUPED DATA 
EFFECTS MODEL 
EFFECTS MODEL 
1.33 
1.73 
.67 
. 20 
.20 
. 33 
RANDOM EFFECTS MODEL 
- ESTIM. 3F BETU 
TESTS FOR HOMOGENEITY OF VAR I A N C E 3 
3 C C H R A N 3 2 - M A X . V A R .1A N C E / 
PAETLETT-30X F = 
MAXIMUM VARIANCE / MINIMUM 
SUM(VAR I 
VAR IANC 
M IN. MAX . 
05 PER 
C 3 N F IN T F 
CENT 
OR MEAN 
2.00 
1.00 
1.00 
7.00 
7.00 
7. OC 
3.50 TO 
3.33 T 3 
4.30 TO 
4.77 
5 • 1 A 
6.36 
1.00 7.00 
4.37 TO 
4.23 TO 
3.02 TO 
5.03 
5.07 
3.33 
EEN COMP ONENT VAR IANCE 
.3013 
ANCES) = .4205, 
1.334, 
P = .316 
P = .160 
(APPROX 
3-179 
lu
 W
 
C
 )
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I ' 0 3 / 2 2 . 
FILE - NONAME (CREATE!' 35/03/235 
VARIABLE CJlo 
BY RACE 
MULT RANGE TEST 
F E R R 0 C E B U R E 
3 FCR THE .050 LEVEL - 
.j3 3.53 
THE RANGES ABOVE ARE TABULAR VALUES. 
THE VALUE ACTUALLY COMPARE!: WITH MEAN ( J )-MEAN ( I) IS 
1.25S1 A RANGE A 3 3 R T < 1 / N ( I) + 1/N(J>) 
- NC TWO GROUT'S ARE SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT AT THE 05^000 LEVE’ 
APPENDIX B4 
T-TESTS 
2] 9 
UNIVERSITY COMPUTING CENTER 
UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS 
SPSS -- STATISTICAL PACKAGE FOR THE SOCIAL SCIENCES 
VERSION 9.0 (NOS) -- MARCH OS, 1984 
177400 CM MAXIMUM FIELD LENGTH REQUEST 
PRINT BACK CONTROL 
PAGESIZE 30 
COMMENT 
CROSS-CULTURAL EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH 
SEMANTIC SPACE 
VARIABLE LIST 
INPUT FORMAT 
VALUE LABELS 
AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA 
ID RACE GENDER GRADE PROGRAM LEVEL AVERAGE RGENDE 
RANK ATTITUDE FUTURE TCODE STURATE 01 TO 016 
(11F2.0,18F1.0) 
RACE (1) WHITE (2) BLACK (3) HISPANIC/ 
GENDER <1) FEMALE (2) MALE/ 
GRADE (10) TENTH (11) ELEVENTH (12) TUELVETH / 
PROGRAM (1) COLLEGE PREP (2) CAREER (3) BUSINESS/ 
LEVEL (1) ELEMENTARY TYPE (2) ADVANCED/ 
STURATE (0) NONE (1) POOR (2) AVERAGE (3) GOOD 
(4) EXCELLENT/ 
Q1 Q2 (7) STRONG (1) WEAK/ 
Q3 Q10 Q13 Q14 015 016 (7) LARGE (1) SMALL/ 
04 Q5 06 07 Q8 011 (7) HIGH (1) LOU/ 
09 Q12 (7) GOOD (1) BAD/ 
MISSING VALUES RACE TO TCODE (0)/ 01 TO 016 (0)/ 
CPU TIME REQUIRED. . .086 SECONDS 
T-TEST GROUPS = GENDER/' 
VARIABLES-ATTITUDE STURATE AVERAGE Q1 TO 016/ 
00040600 CM NEEDED FOR T-TEST 
END OF FILE ON FILE TYPED 
AFTER READING 30 CASES FROM SUBFILE NONAME 
220 
FILE - NONAME (CREATED - 35/03/23) 
85/03/23. 18.04.13. 
' T-TEST- 
GROUP 1 - GENDER EO j 
GROUP 2 - GENDER EC) o’ 
VARIABLE 
ATT ITLIDE 
NUMBER 
OF CASES MEAN STANDARD STANDARD DEVIATION error 
G R 0 U P 1 47 S3.1439 9.413 1.373 
GROUP 2 33 64.2424 10.287 1.791 
POOLED VARIANCE ESTIMATE SEPARA iE VARIANCE EST IMATE 
F 2-TAIL 
VALUE PROD. 
T DEGREES OF 2-TAIL 
VALUE FREEDOM PROB. 
T 
VALUE 
DEGREES OF 
FREEDOM 
2-TA IL 
PROB . 
1.19 .573 
-•49 73 .624 
-.48 65.05 
.630 
A R IA B L £ 
T (J R A T E 
NUMBER STANDARD 
OF CASES MEAN DEVIATION 
STANDARD 
ERROR 
GROUP 1 47 2.1915 1.096 
. 160 
GROUP 2 33 2.1515 
.906 
.158 
POOLED VARIANCE ESTIMATE SEPARATE VARIANCE ESTIMATE 
F 2-TAIL 
VALUE PROB. 
T DEGREES OF 2-TAIL 
VALUE FREEDOM PROB. 
T 
VALUE 
DEGREES OF 
FREEDOM 
2-TAIL 
PROB . 
1.47 .253 •I7 73 .864 
.13 75.36 .359 
221 
35/03/23. 13.04.13. 
FILE - NONAME (CREATED 35/03/23) 
GROUP 1 - GENDER EO 
GROUP 2 - GENDER EC5 
1 . 
2. 
VAR IABLE 
AVERAGE 
NUMBER 
OF CASES 
STANDARD 
MEAN DEVIATION 
STANDARD 
ERROR 
GROUP 1 47 66.3830 12.667 1.848 
GROUP 2 33 67.6667 11.333 1.974 
POOLED VARIANCE ESTIMATE SEPARATE VARIANCE ESTIMATE 
F 2-TAIL 
VALUE PROP. 
T DEGREES OF 2-TAIL T 
VALUE FREEDOM PROB. VALUE 
DEGREES OF 
FREEDOM 
2-TAIL 
PROB. 
1.25 .514 
- . 47 73 .643 -.47 73.43 
.636 
VAR IABLE 
01 
NUMBER 
OF CASES 
STANDARD 
MEAN DEVIATION 
STANDARD 
ERROR 
GROUP 1 47 5.8723 1.154 
.163 
GROUP 2 33 5.6364 1.432 
.249 
POOLED VARIANCE ESTIMATE SEPARATE VARIANCE ESTIMATE 
F 2-TAIL 
VALUE PROB. 
T DEGREES OF 2-TAIL T 
VALUE FREEDOM PROB. VALUE 
DEGREES OF 
FREEDOM 
2-TAIL 
PROB. 
1.54 .177 .31 73 .413 .73 59.25 .436 
222 
85/03/23. 13.04.13. 
FILE - NONAME (CREATED - 35/03/23) 
' -- - T E S T-- 
GROUP 1 - GENDER EO i. 
GROUP 2 - GENDER EO 9’ 
VAR IABLE 
02 
NUMBER 
OF CASES MEAN 
STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
STANDARD 
ERROR 
GROUP 1 47 5.5957 1.469 
.214 
GROUP 2 33 5.3636 1.655 
.233 
POOLED VARIANCE ESTIMATE SEPARATE VARIANCE E3T IMATE 
F 
VALUE 
2-TAIL 
PROD. 
T 
VALUE 
DEGREES OF 2-TAIL 
FREEDOM PROB. 
T DEGREES OF 
VALUE FREEDOM 
2-TA IL 
PROB. 
1.27 . 454 
. 66 78 .511 
.65 63.66 
.520 
VAR IABLE 
03 
NUMBER 
OF CASES MEAN 
STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
STANDARD 
ERROR 
GROUP 1 47 5.7021 1.159 .169 
GROUP 2 33 6.0303 
.951 .166 
POOLED VARIANCE ESTIMATE SEPARATE VARIANCE ESTIMATE 
F 
VALUE 
2-TAIL 
PROB . 
T DEGREES OF 
VALUE FREEDOM 
2-TA IL 
PROB. 
T 
VALUE 
DEGREES OF 
FREEDOM 
2-TAIL 
PROB . 
1 .43 .24^ 
-1.34 78 .184 
-1.39 76.02 .170 
223 
85/03/23. 18.04.13. 
FILE - NONAME (CREATED - 35/03/23) 
GROUP 1 - GENDER EQ i 
GROUP 2 - GENDER EQ -> * 
VAR IABLE 
G 4 
NUMBER 
OF CASES MEAN 
STANDARD 
DEV IAT ION 
STANDARD 
ERROR 
GROUP 1 47 5.8723 1.279 
. 187 
GROUP 2 33 5.6970 1.510 
.263 
POOLED VARIANCE ESTIMATE SEPARATE VAR IANCE ESTIMATE 
F 2-TAIL 
VALUE PROB. 
T 
VALUE 
DEGREES OF 2-TAIL 
FREEDOM PROB. 
T 
VALUE 
DEGREES OF 
FREEDOM 
2-TAIL 
PROB . 
1.39 .293 
. 56 73 .577 
.54 61.50 
.588 
VAR IABLE 
G 5 
NUMBER 
OF CASES MEAN 
STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
STANDARD 
ERROR 
GROUP 1 47 6.2123 1.082 
. 158 
GROUP 2 33 6.1313 1.185 
.206 
POOLED VARIANCE ESTIMATE SEPARATE VARIANCE ESTIMATE 
F 2-TAIL 
VALUE PROB. 
T DEGREES OF 2-TAIL 
VALUE FREEDOM PROB. 
T DEGREES OF 2-TAIL 
VALUE FREEDOM PROB. 
1 .20 
. i: 73 
.904 
.12 64.97 
.906 
224 
85/03/23. 13.04.13. 
FILE - NONAME (CREATED - 35/03/23) 
--T - T E S -- 
GROUP 1 - GENDER EO , 
GROUP 2 - GENDER EQ ? * 
VARIABLE 
06 
NUMBER 
OF CASES MEAN STANDARD STANDARD DEVIATION ERROR 
GROUP 47 
, 2553 1.421 
GROUP 2 33 4.9697 1.667 
.207 
. 230 
POOLED 
F 2-TAIL T 
VALUE PROD. VALUE 
1.38 .317 .32 
VARIANCE ESTIMATE 
DEGREES OF 2-TAIL 
FREEDOM PROB. 
78 .413 
SEPARATE VARIANCE ESTIMATE 
T DEGREES OF 2-TAIL 
VALUE FREEDOM PROB. 
•80 61.79 .426 
VAR IABLE 
07 
NUMBER 
OF CASES MEAN 
STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
STANDARD 
ERROR 
GROUP 1 47 6.0000 1.251 
.182 
GROUP 2 33 6.4848 1.034 
.130 
POOLED VARIANCE ESTIMATE SEPARATE VARIANCE ESTIMATE 
F 2-TAIL T DEGREES OF 2-TAIL 
VALUE PROD. VALUE FREEDOM PROB. T DEGREES OF 2-TAIL VALUE FREEDOM PROB. 
.46 161 
-1.33 73 .071 •1.39 75.34 
.062 
225 
85/03/23. 18.04.13. 
FILE - NONAME (CREATED - 35/03/23) 
T-TEST--. 
GROUP 1 - GENDER EQ i 
GROUP 2 - GENDER EQ *, ' 
UAR I ABLE 
Q3 
NUMBER 
OF CASES MEAN STANDARD STANDARD DEVIATION ERROR 
GROUP 1 47 3.4 
GROUP 2 33 3.7 
043 1.455 
.212 
576 1.733 
.302 
POOLED 
F 2-TAIL T 
VALUE PROP. VALUE 
1-42 .273 -.99 
VARIANCE ESTIMATE 
DEGREES OF 2-TAIL 
FREEDOM PROP. 
78 .326 
SEPARATE VARIANCE ESTIMATE 
T DEGREES OF 2-TAIL 
VALUE FREEDOM PROB. 
“•S6 61.10 .342 
VAR IAPLE 
GO 
NUMBER 
OF CASES MEAN 
STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
STANDARD 
ERROR 
GROUP 1 47 4.5532 1.436 
.217 
GROUP 2 33 4.6970 1.944 
.338 
POOLED VARIANCE ESTIMATE SEPARATE VARIANCE ESTIMATE 
F 2-TAIL 
VALUE PROP. 
1.71 .004 
T DEGREES OF 2-TAIL 
VALUE FREEDOM PROP. 
T DEGREES OF 2-TAIL 
VALUE FREEDOM PROB. 
- . 37 73 
.709 
-.36 36.97 
.722 
226 
FILE - NONAME (CREATED - 35/03/23) 
85/03/23. 13.04.13. 
GROUP 1 - GENDER EQ 
GROUP 2 - GENDER EQ ' 
VAR IABLE 
010 
NUMBER 
OF CASES MEAN 
STANDARD STANDARD 
DEVIATION ERROR 
GROUP 1 47 4.3723 1.825 
.266 
GROUP 2 33 4.9091 1.774 
.309 
POOLED VARIANCE ESTIMATE SEPARATE VARIANCE ESTIMATE 
2-TAIL T DEGREES OE 2-TAIL 
VALUE PROB. VALUE FREEDOM PROB. T DEGREES OF 2-TAIL VALUE FREEDOM PROB. 
1.06 .373 
-.09 78 ,929 
-.09 70.24 
.923 
VAR IABLE 
01 1 
NUMBER 
OF CASES MEAN 
STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
STANDARD 
ERROR 
GROUP 1 47 4.3191 1.321 
.193 
GROUP 2 33 4.5758 1.562 
.272 
POOLED VARIANCE ESTIMATE SEPARATE VARIANCE ESTIMATE 
F 2-TAIL 
VALUE PROB. 
T DEGREES OF 2-TAIL 
VALUE FREEDOM PROB. 
T DEGREES OF 2-TAIL 
VALUE FREEDOM PROB. 
1.40 .293 -.79 73 .430 
-.77 61.42 .444 
227 
85/03/23. 13.04.13. 
FILE 
- NONAME < CREATED - 85/03/23) 
t-test- 
GROUP 1 - GENDER EQ 1 . 
GROUP 2 - GENDER EG o 
VAR IABLE 
<312 
NUMBER 
OF CASES MEAN 
STANDARD 
deviat ION 
STANDARD 
ERROR 
GROUP 1 47 5.2128 1.587 
. 232 
GROUP 2 33 5.3182 1.261 
.220 
POOLED VARIANCE ESTIMATE SEPARATE VARIANCE ESTIMATE 
F 2-TAIL 
VALUE PROB. 
T DEGREES OF 2-TAIL 
VALUE FREEDOM PROB. 
T DEGREES OF 2-TAIL 
VALUE FREEDOM PROB. 
1.53 .174 -1.32 73 .072 
-1.90 76.73 .062 
VARIABLE 
013 
NUMBER 
OF CASES MEAN 
STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
STANDARD 
ERROR 
GROUP 1 47 5.6596 1.449 
.211 
GROUP 2 33 4.3182 2.143 
.373 
POOLED VARIANCE ESTIMATE SEPARATE VARIANCE ESTIMATE 
F 2-TAIL 
VALUE PROB. 
T DEGREES OF 2-TAIL 
VALUE FREEDOM PROB. 
T DEGREES OF 2-TAIL 
VALUE FREEDOM PROB. 
2.19 .015 2.10 78 .039 1.96 52.11 .055 
228 
85/03/23. 13.04.13. 
FILE - NONANE (CREATED - 35/03/23) 
GROUP 1 - GENDER EQ 
GROUP 2 - GENDER EQ 
- - I - T 
1 . 
E S T - - - - 
VARIABLE NUMBER 
OF CASES Q1 4 MEAN 
STANDARD STANDARD 
DEVIATION ERROR 
GROUP 1 47 5.2128 1.531 
.223 
GROUP 2 33 4.7879 1.933 
.336 
POOLED VARIANCE ESTIMATE 
F 2-TAIL T DEGREES OF 2-TAIL 
VALUE PROD. VALUE FREEDOM PROD. 
SEPARATE VARIANCE ESTIMATE 
T DEGREES OF -2-TAIL 
VALUE FREEDOM PROB. 
1.59 146 1.10 78 277 1 .o: 58 •! 297 
VARIABLE 
G1 5 
NUMBER 
OF CASES MEAN 
STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
STANDARD 
ERROR 
GROUP 1 47 4.4468 1.486 
.217 
GROUP 2 33 4.1515 1.770 
.308 
POOLED VARIANCE ESTIMATE SEPARATE VARIANCE ESTIMATE 
F 2-TAIL 
VALUE PROD. 
T DEGREES OF 2-TAIL 
VALUE FREEDOM PROB. 
T DEGREES OF 2-TAIL 
VALUE FREEDOM PROB. 
.42 !7 4 •31 73 .421 
.78 61.11 .436 
APPENDIX Bk 
5 
MULTIPLE REGRESSION 
230 
p* 
REGRESSION VAR IABLES=AVERAGE ATTITUDE FUTURE STURATE RANK/ 
REGRESS 10N=AVERAGE WITH ATTITUDE FUTURE STURATE RANK(1)/ 
OPTIONS 2 22 
STATISTICS 1 2 4 
00054500 CM NEEDED FOR REGRESSION 
END OF FILE ON FILE TYPED 
AFTER READING 80 CASES FROM SUBFILE NONAME 
85/04/04. 12.27.47. 
FILE - NONAME (CREATED - 85/04/04) 
231 
****#****mult PLE REGRESSION********* 
VARIABLE MEAN STANDARD DEV CASES 
AVERAGE 66.9125 12.0791 80 
ATTITUDE 63.6000 9.7339 80 
FUTURE 19.3375 5.8460 80 
STURATE 2.1750 1.0160 80 
RANK 15.9500 12.5101 80 
CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS. 
A VALUE OF 99.00000 IS PRINTED 
IF A COEFFICIENT CANNOT BE COMPUTED. 
ATTITUDE 
FUTURE 
STURATE 
RANK 
.27337 
.12375 .49735 
.49532 .42314 .19239 
-.40664 
-.21264 
-.10950 -.59086 
AVERAGE ATTITUDE FUTURE STURATE 
1 
FILE - NONAME (CREATED - 85/04/04) 
85/04/04. 12.27.47. 
232 
*********MULTIPLE 
DEP. VAR... AVERAGE 
MEAN RESPONSE 66.91250 
1 
REGRESSION********* 
STD. DEV. 12.07906 
VARIABLE(S) ENTERED ON STEP 
STURATE 
MULTIPLE R 
R SQUARE 
STD DEV 
ADJ R SQUARE 
VARIABLE 
STURATE 
CONSTANT 
.4953 ANOVA 
.2453 REGRESSION 
10.5603 RESIDUAL 
.2357 COEFF OF VARIABILITY 15.8PCT 
DF SUM SQUARES MEAN SQ. F 
1. 2827.910 2827.910 25.358 
78. 8698.478 111.519 SIG. .000 
5.889 
54.105 
S. E. B 
1.169 
2.804 
F SIG. 
25.358 .000 
372.284 O 
BETA 
.49532 
ELASTICITY 
.19141 
***** ********** 
VARIABLE(S) ENTERED ON STEP 
RANK 
* * * * *********** 
MULTIPLE R 
R SQUARE 
STD DEV 
.5151 ANOVA 
.2653 REGRESSION 
10.4871 RESIDUAL 
ADJ R SQUARE .2462 COEFF OF VARIABILITY 15.7PCT 
DF SUM SQUARES MEAN SQ. F 
2. 3057.943 1528.971 13.902 
77. 8468.445 109.980 SIG. .000 
VARIABLE 
STURATE 
RANK 
CONSTANT 
B 
4.659 
-. 169 
59.477 
S.E. B 
1.439 
.117 
4.642 
1 
SIG. BETA ELASTICITY 
10.475 .002 .39186 .15143 
2.092 .152 -.17510 -.04030 
164.137 .000 
85/04/04. 12.27.47. 
FILE - NONAME (CREATED - 85/04/04) 
233 
REGRESSION****** 
********* multIPle 
DEP. VAR... AVERAGE 
VARIABLE(S) ENTERED DN STEP 
ATTITUDE un sitP 
^C/LT IPLE R . ST'OP ANOVA 
R SQUARE .27^ REGRESSI0n D!j SUM SQUARES MEAN SQ. p 
STD DEV 10.5124 RESIDUAL y a ’ i7‘JJ? 1042.519 9.434 
ADJ R SQUARE .2426 COEFP OF VARIABILITY l^PCT ll0*SU SIG' •<*><> 
VARIABLE 
STURATE 
RANK 
attitude 
CONSTANT 
B 
4.192 
174 
. 107 
53.789 
S. E 
1 iQ 
.117 
. 134 
S. 544 
F SIG. 
7.238 .009 
2.195 .143 
.630 .430 
39.634 .000 
BETA ELASTICITY 
• 35260 
19004 
.08588 
.13626 
04144 
.10130 
-LEVEL OR TOLERflNCE-LEVEL INSUFFICIENT FOR FURTHER CORRUPTION 
FILE - NONAME (CREATED - 85/04/04) 
85/04/04. 12.27.47. 
234 
*********MULTIPLE REGRESSION* 
DEP. VAR... AVERAGE 
****** 
SUMMARY TABLE. 
STEP VARIABLE E/R F MULT-R R-SQ CHANGE R OVERALL F SIG. 
1 STURATE E 25.358 . 495 . 245 . 245 . 495 25.358 .000 
2 RANK E 2. 092 .515 . 265 . 020 407 13.902 . 000 
3 ATTITUDE E . 630 . 521 . 271 .006 . 273 9. 434 - 000 
1 85/04/04. 12.27.47. 
CPU TIME REQU IRED.. 154 SECONDS 

